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350 E. Dund ee Road , Suite 200 
Wheeling, Il., 60090 
acics@solex.edu 

Dear Dr. Linton: 

A copy of the report prepared by the Council's evaluation team that recently visited your institution is attached. 
The Council invites you to respond to this report in two ways before it takes formal action on your institution's 
application for accreditat ion. First, please e-mail Mr. Ian Harazduk at~b)(S) k@acics.org to 
acknowledge that you have received and read the report and include any comments about the report or 
the visit. Second, please submit your response to the findings in the report via your online applicatio n. The 
Council offers the institution ten days to formally respond to the report ; therefore, your response should be 
uploaded by the date indicated above. 

We look forward to receiving your response. You will be notified in writing of the Council' s decision 
following its next meeting. 

Visit Response 
Your response should pertain to the findings notated in the report or letter. The following information 
provides suggestions for developing your respons e. Please include information on any significant changes 
that have taken place at the institution since the site visit. 

Web-Based Submission of Campus Response 
ACICS has implemented a web-based submission process for all visit responses. The response to each 
finding must be uploaded under the application ID number associated with the visit (this is noted on the 

cover page of the team report). Each finding must include a narrative and support ing documentation (if 
applicable). If supporting documentation covers more than one finding, the campus is required to duplicate 
the documentation and upload it in each finding. Submission of a current catalog need only be uploaded 
once and only if referenced in the response . If you have any questions, please send your inquiry to Ian 

750 First Street . NE. Suite 980 e washington. DC 2000 2-42 23 • t - 202 .336.6780 • f - 202 .842 .2593 ewww .acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCI L FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



Harazduk atLfb_)<_6l __ Jl@,..c.=a=-=c-=--i c=-=s'-'-. o=r=g. 

Process: 
Once the campus logs on to the ACICS membership website , go to the "In Process Applications " heading , 
select the application name and ID. The campus will then click either "Citation Documents " and upload each 
response document as described belo w. (Please see the attached "Preparing the Institutional Response" for step­
by-step visua l instructions on how to upload your response into your institution ' s Member Center Account.) 

IMPORTANT : Document Labels 
The institution may name the document any appropr iate file name. However , each document 
must be labeled with the corresponding 'Documen t Type. ' 

Example: the document type submitted to satisf y response: 
Finding 1 Narrative task must be labeled Nqrrqtive I. 

If a campus needs to submit multiple pieces of informat ion to support one citation response , this informat ion 
should be combined into one document prior to uploading. Note: The capacity size for each upload task is 
100MB, if this combined document exceeds this limit, then the campus may separate the document and upload 
each of these documents separately with different file names , as long they are labeled with the correct 
"Document Type. " 

Response Tasks 
Below is the format for how the listing of "Document Type " will appear once the document is uploaded. Each 
visit type will have a standard amount of visit Response tasks . Upload your response document and label each 
one accordingly. Ignore tasks that exceed your response requirement. 

Narrative 1 
Supporting Document 1 
Narrative 2 
Supporting Document 2 
Narrative 3 
Supporting Document 3 
Narrative 4 
Supporting Document 4 

Responses should be professional in appearance. The responses should be paginated and well-organized to 
ensure a complete and sufficient review . 

Sincerely , 

l(b )(6) 

Linda J. Lundberg 
Accreditation Content Editor 
Accreditation and Institutional Developm ent 

Enclosures 
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. . 

PROGRAMS OFFERED BY 
SOLEX COLLEGE 

WIIEELl:\G, IL 

Enroll: 

CAR 
Retention & Placement ( 0/4,) 

CREDENTIAL Full- 2015 20U 

EARNED (As APPROVED Semester time/ 
defined by the ACICS PROGRA'\1 Contact Credit Part-
institution) CREDENTIAL TITLE Hrs. Hrs. time Ret. Pia. Ret. 
Certificate Certificate lntcnsiYC Enghsh G--1.8 31.5 3()()1() 7(, ?'JIA 79 

Prol'.ram* · + !! 
Associate· s Occupational Accounting** 1()7(, (,() () ')3 ?'JIA 78 

Associate· s 
Certificate Certificate Computcri1.cd 5(J() 30 () I()() ?'JIA I()() 

Accountmg and 
Bookkcepin;;** 

Associate·s Occupational Physical Therapist 18.J.7 77 21/L"-, 87 89 77 
Associate·s Assistant*+*** 

Certificate Certificate Medical 720 .18 () 78 (i) 7(, 

Assistant** 
Certificate Certificate Basic l\ursing 120 ' () (i9 88 % 

Assistant** 
Certificate Certificate Information :--,2:--, .10 () 100 77 100 

Teclmology 
Career** 

Associate·s Occupational e-Busincss 10.J.7 (i) () ~IA ~IA ~IA 
Associate·s Management** 

TOTAL E:\ROLL'1E:\T .ll(i 

CAMPLS RETENTION% 8') CA'1PUS PLACE'1ENT % 
I 

83 

*The 111tcns1\C English and physical therapist assistant programs arc the onl~ programs for \\h1ch the college 
currently has enrollment and is mn111ng. 

**The college has put these programs on hiatus as it C\a.luates their cfTccti\eness and decides ,,hetherto keep 
them or change them. ·111e campus has taught out the certificate program in basic nursmg assistant. 

***Program not re\ iC\\ ed because or spec1a.lucd accreditation. The ph~ s1cal therapist ass1 stant program has 
specialized accreditation \\·ith the Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Lducation (CAPTL). 
\\h1ch expires 111 2019. 

+ The physical therapist assistant program is taught 100 percent at the \\/abash lcar111ng site 

t t The 111tens1\e English program is taught at the ma.m campus and learn mg site locations. 

#This 1s based on the basic certificate. There a.re 73.) credits a.\ailablc as program elccti\eS a.cross the 
program 

Pia. 
1\/ A 

1\/ A 

1\/ A 

71 

60 

79 

1\/ A 

1\/ A 
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INTRODUCTION 

SOLEX College programs are designed to educate students for technical or occupational careers or to enhance 
preexisting vocationa l knowledge. The campus launched operations in 1995 and has been continuous ly 
accredited by ACICS since 2009. SOLEX is a shortened form of "Solution Ex ert," a rogram of study 
formerly offered by the cam us. 

Although the campus is approved to offer 10 certificate and occupational associate's degree programs , only 2 
programs currently have students enrolled-the certificate in intensive English(JEP) and the occupationa l 
associate's degree program in physical therapist assistant (PTA). The PTA program is programmatically 
accredited by the Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education (CAPTE) and this accreditatio11 
expires in 2019. Thus, the only program that was evaluated by the team was the certificate in intensive Eng lish 
program. 

At the completion of the IEP, the campus awards a certificate of completion rather than an academic credential. 
he ACICS approval letter lists this as a "certificate" program, without identifying it as a nonacadem ic 

credential. The program has no vocationa l objectives and the cam us rovided no lacement data for the 
Q_rogram. 

[ hroughout its visit, the team was frustrated in securing needed documentation from the campus; often the 
documentation was either initially missing or contained conflicting information. With effort, the team was able 
to secure all needed information and documentation in order to comQlete its reQort. 

he student population is primarily international , currently representing 53 countries. Students enter wit 
wide ly varying competence in the English language and are tested and placed in an appropriate level ofi 
instruction. 

he campus had an all-time high enrollment of 1,300 students in 2008. Enrollment has declined because many 
sponsoring countries no longer offer scholarships for international study, many Mideast countries are no longer 
sponsoring these students, and the geopolitical situation internationally is, according to the C~P.!!§.PE.,Sident, 
not as conducive for international studies as it has been in the ast. 

DAT A INTEGRITY REVIEW SUMMARY 

Program 

OA degree in physical therapist assistant 
Certificate in information technology career 
Certificate in medical assistant 
Certificate in basic nursing assistant 
Totals 

Team Team jf eam 
[Reported Reported Attempted Successful Confirmed 

Placed Unavailable to call Calls !Placemen t 

8 
6 
5 

!J 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

8 
6 
5 
6 

25 15 

I/ 
1 
3 

14 



VER. January 1, 2016 ACICS INITIAL GRANT OR RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION REPORT 

REPORT QUESTIONS 

1. MISSION 

1.01 Give the page number in the campus catalog on which the mission statement can be found . 
The mission is found on age 5 of the campus 's 2016 catalog . 

1.02 Does the campus have an appropriate mission statement with a set of supporting objectives? 
IZJ Yes 0No 

1.03 Are the objectives devoted substantially to career-related education? 
!SJ Yes D No D Not Applicable 

1.04 Are the objectives reasonable for the following : 
(a) The programs of instruction? 
!SJ Yes 0No 
(b) The modes of delivery? 
IZ] Yes D No 
( c) The facilities of the campus? 
!SJ Yes 0No 
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1.05 Are the mission statement and supporting objectives appropriately disclosed in the campus catalog and 
in other publications that are readily availab le and understandable to the public? 
!SJ Yes 0No 

1.06 Is the campus committed to successful implementation of its mission? 
IZJ Yes 0No 

CAMPUS EFFECTIVENESS 

1.07 Does the campus have a current Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP)? 
!SJ Yes D No 

1.08 If the campus is a branch, does the branch have its own CEP, separate from the main campus IEP? 
D Yes D No IZ] Not Applicable 

1.09 Does the CEP describe the following: 
(a) The characteristics of the programs offered? 
IZJ Yes 0No 
(b) The characteristics of the student population? 
IZJ Yes 0No 
( c) The types of data that will be used for assessment? 
IZJ Yes 0No 
(d) Specific goals to improve the educational processes? 
IZJ Yes 0No 
(e) Expected outcomes of the plans? 
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~Yes □ No 

1.10 Are the following five required elements evaluated in the CEP? 
(a) Student retention. 
~Yes 0No 
(b) Student placement. 
~Yes D No D Not Applicable (new branch only) 
(c) Level of grad uate satisfaction. 
0Yes ~ No D Not Applicable (new branch only) 
(d) Level of employer satisfact ion. 
0Yes ~ No D Not Applicable (new branch only) 
(e) Student learning outcomes. 
0Yes ~No 

If No for any applicable item, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
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(Section 3-1-111): The CEP does not meet Council requirements . It contains no current data on the level 
of graduate and employer satisfaction , and student learning outcomes are not appropriate for the 
programs. 

1. 11 Define the measurable student learnin g outcomes used by the campus and how these outcomes are being 
assessed. 
(Section 3-1-111): According to the CEP, the campus measures student learning outcomes by analyzing 
cumu lative grade point average in addition to the supplemental data source of final course grades and 
SAP. However, the actual assessment of these outcomes is not included. Further , licensure pass rates in 
the physical therapist assistant (PTA) program are not mentioned a measurable outcome when it is the 
most critical. 

1. 12 Are the following identified and described in the CEP? 
(a) The baseline data for each outcome. 
D Yes ~ No D Not Applicable 
(b) The data used by the cam pus to assess each outcome. 
D Yes ~ No D Not Applicable 
(c) How the data was collected. 
D Yes ~ N o D Not Applicable 
(d) An analysis and summary of the data collected and an explanation of how the data will be used to 

improve the educationa l processes . 
D Yes ~ No D Not Applicable 

If No for any applicable item , insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-111): As stated in 1. 10 above, the CEP does not contain a discussion of the levels of 
graduate and emplo yer satisfaction . Additionally, student learning outcomes for the IEP certificate 
program are determined to be the when students must demonstrate mastery of a level before enrolling in 
a more advanced leve l, but the evaluation does not address the requirements. Fu rther, licensure pass rates 
in the PTA program are not mentioned at all as a critica l indicator oflearning. 
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1.13 Has the campus published annual placement and retention goals in its CEP that demonstrate its ability to 
maintain or improve retention and placement outcomes? 
D Yes cg]No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-111): Retent ion goals were not published in the CEP. While the plan included a summary 
of its performance against the ACICS benchmark on page 11 of its plan, specific goals were not set. 

1.14 Has the campus published specific activities that will be undertaken to meet placement and retention 
goals? 
D Yes cg] No D Not Applicable 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-111): Since retention goals were not set, there were no specific activities outlined to be 
undertaken. Rather , a summary of actions already taken was discussed. The CEP did include specific 
activities to meet its lacement goals at the cam us and _program levels. 

1.15 Describe the specific activities that the campus will undertake to meet these goals. 
The campus has recently stopped accepting students into many programs because oflow enrollments. 
The campus has increased its community-involvement efforts, including field trips and guest speakers, in 
order to provide the IEP students a broader opportunity to refine their English skills. Overall , the campus 
has a retention rate of 89 percent, high above the ACICS benchmark of 70 percent. 

1.16 Does the campus have documentation to show the following: 
(a) That the CEP has been implemented ? 
cg] Yes ONo 
(b) That specific activities listed in the plan have been completed? 
cg] Yes D No 
(c) That periodic progress reports have been completed? 
cg] Yes ONo 

1.17 Who is responsible for implement ing and monitoring the CEP? Describe this individual 's qualifications . 
If a committee is utilized , please describe the committee . 
Dr. Leon Linton, campus president and owner, is responsible for implementing and monitoring the CEP. 
He holds an Ed.D. degree in organizational leadership from Argosy University, an MBA degree from the 
Keller Graduate School of Management , and a master's degree in radio frequency engineering from the 
Minsk Engineering Institute. He started the institution in September 1995. 

1.18 Does the campus have documentation to show that the CEP is evaluated at least annually? 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (new branch or initial applicant only) 

2. ORGANIZATION 

2.01 Is the following information regarding the campus appropriately stated in the catalog? 
(a) Governance , control , and corporate organization. 
cg] Yes D No 
(b) Names of the trustees , directors , and/or officers . 
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i:g] Yes D No 
(c) Names of the administrators. 
i:gj Yes D No 

2.02 Does the campus: 
(a) Adequately train its employees? 
i:gj Yes D No 
(b) Provide them with constant and proper supervision? 
i:gj Yes D No 
(c) Evaluate their work? 
i:gj Yes D No 

2.03 Is the administration of the campus efficient and effective? 
i:gj Yes D No 

2.04 Does the campus maintain written documentation to show that faculty and staff members : 
(a) Clearly understand their duties and responsibilities? 
i:gj Yes D No 
(b) Know the person to whom they report? 
i:g] Yes D No 
(c) Understand the standards by which the success of their work is measured ? 
i:gj Yes D No 

2.05 Does the administration maintain documentation of the evaluation of the faculty and staff? 
i:g] Yes D No 
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2.06 Has the campus adopted a policy on academic freedom that has been commun icated to the faculty? 
i:g] Yes D No 

2.07 Does the campus have an appropriate grievance policy for faculty and staff? 
i:gj Yes D No 

2.08 Does the campus catalog or the student handbook contain an appropriate grievance policy for students 
that includes the name and address of ACICS? 
i:gj Yes D No D Not Applicable (initial applicants only) 

2.09 Who is responsible for the financia l oversight of the campus, and what are this person 's qualifications? 
Dr. Leon Linton, campus president and owner, is responsible for the financial oversight of the campus. 
As noted earlier, he holds an Ed.D. degree in organizational leadership from Argosy University, an 
MBA degree from the Keller Graduate School of Management , and a master's degree in radio frequency 
engineering from the Minsk Engineering Institute. 

3. ADMINISTRATION 

3.01 Is there evidence that the chief on-site administrator(s) or the self-study coordinator for the campus 
attended an accreditation workshop within 18 months prior to the final submiss ion of the self-study? 



VER. January 1, 2016 ACICS INITIAL GRANT OR RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION REPORT Page 8 of 44 

l:g]Yes □ No 

3.02 Are all staff well trained to carry out adm inistrative funct ions? 
l:gJ Yes D No 

3.03 Who is the on-site adm inistrator , and w hat are this person's qua lifications? 
Dr . Linton , campu s president and owne r, is the on-s ite administrator. As noted earlie r, he holds degrees 
in organizational leadership, business , and radio freftuency engineering. 

3.04 Does the campus list degrees of staff members in the cata log? 
l:gJ Yes D No 

If Yes, is appropriate evidence of the degrees on file? 
l:gJ Yes D No 

3.05 Is there evidence that the campus keeps adequate records to support the following administrative 
operations? 
(a) Financ ial aid activities. 
D Yes l:gJ No D Not Applicab le (campus does not participate in financ ial aid) 
(b) Admissions. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(c) Curriculum . 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(d) Accreditation and licensure . 
l:gJ Yes D No 
( e) Gui dance. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(f) Instructional resources. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(g) Supplies and equipment. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(h) The schoo l plant. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(i) Faculty and staff 
l:gJ Yes D No 
G) Student activities. 
l:gJ Yes D No 
(k) Student personnel . 
l:gJ Yes D No 

If No for any app licab le item, insert the section numbe r in parentheses and explain : 
(Section 3-1-303(a)): The camp us does not maintain adequate reco rds as it relates to student financial 
accou nts. 

3 .06 Does the campus adm it ability-to-benefit students? 
D Yes l:gJ No (If No, skip to Question 3.11.) 
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3 .11 Do student files contain evidence of graduation from high school or the equivalent? 
ISi Yes 0 No 

3 .12 Are appropriate transcripts maintained for all students? 
D Yes IS]No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses, list student names, and explain : 
(Sect ion 3-1-303(e)): The transcript for the certificate for the intensive English program does not 
identify the credential earned. 

3 .13 Is the grading system fully explained on the transcript, and is it consistent with the grading system that 
appears in the campus catalog? 
IS]Yes 0No 

3 .14 Are student records protected from theft, fire, water damage, or other possible loss? 
ISi Yes D No 

3.15 Does the campus maintain transcripts for all students indefinitely? 
IS]Yes 0No 

3.16 Does the campus maintain admissions data and other records for at least five years from the last date of 
attendance for al I students? 
ISi Yes D No 

4. RELATIONS WITH STUDENTS 

FOR ALL PROGRAMS 

4.01 How many student files were reviewed during the evaluation? 
A total of 58 student files were requested and reviewed by the team. This included 50 active students, 2 
dropped students , 2 students not making satisfactory academic progress , 2 students who received transfer 
of credit, and 2 Return to Title IV Funding (R2T4) files. Files were requested representing active and 
graduated students from the intensive English rogram and the hysica l therapist assistant program. 

4.02 Does the campus ensure that its student relations reflect high ethical standards? 
ISi Yes 0No 

4.03 Does the campus have appropriate admissions criteria? 
ISi Yes 0No 

4.04 Does the campus contract with third parties for admissions and recruiting purposes? 
ISi Yes 0No 

If Yes, are these parties supervised by and familiar with the campus? 
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0Yes [gjNo 

If the parties are not supervised by and familiar with the campus , insert the section number in parentheses 
and explain: 
(Section 3-1-410): The institution contracts with third parties for recruiting purposes , yet does not 
ensure the superv ision of these agenc ies or confirm their familiarity with the campus. 

Through the interview process , the team learned that SOLEX College has a contract with severa l 
agencies in other countries who market information and provide leads to the institution. The admissions 
representative will contact the student directly after the lead is documented and received. These agenc ies 
are paid on a commission basis for their leads. 

On day two of the campus visit, however , the team received a letter from the president of SOLEX 
College, Mr. Linton , stating the following, "I, Leon E. Linton, President qf SO LEX College, hereby 
certffy that our organization does not utilize any marketing agencies located outside the United States of 
America.for any purposes." In a follow-up discussion with Mr. Linton , he stated that these 100+ 
agencies distributed printed materials , met with students, assisted the institution in the admissions 
process by sending prospective student names to SOLEX College, and received a paid comm ission for 
their services. He stated, however that this was "not marketing/recruiting." The team disagreed. 

4.05 Is there evidence to document that admissions criteria are app lied consistently to all students admitted 
under the same version of the admissions criteria (e.g., that students admitted into specific programs for the 
same start date are admitted under the same admissions criteria)? 
[gj Yes 0No 

4.06 Does the admissions policy conform to the campus's mission? 
[gj Yes 0No 

4.07 Is the admissions policy publicly stated? 
[gj Yes 0No 

4.08 Is the admissions policy administered as written? 
[gj Yes 0No 

4.09 Doe s the campus use an enrollmen t agreement for each enrolled student that: 
(a) Clearly outlines the financial obligations of both the institution and the student? 
[gj Yes 0No 
(b) Outlines all program-related tuition and fees? 
[gj Yes 0No 
(c) Has a signature of the student and the appropriate school representative? 
[gj Yes 0No 

Is there evidence that a copy of the agreement has been provided to the student? 
[gj Yes 0No 
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4.10 Who is responsible for the oversight of student recruitment at the campus and what are this person 's 
qualifications? 
Mr. John Ferrante is the admissions manager responsible for the career programs. Mr. Ferrante was out 
of the office during the visit , so Mr. David McGuire , director of operations, was interviewed by the team 
regarding admissions processes. Mr. McGuire holds a bachelor's degree in photography from Bradley 
University and an associate's degree in applied science from Lincoln College. Ms. Titiana Hamilton is 
responsible for all international student admissions. She holds a master's degree in engineering from 
Volgograd Engineering Institute in Ukraine. Ms. Hamilton is a Designated School Official (DSO) on 
campus and director of international students) as well as being vice president of the college. 

4.11 Describe the recruiting process for new students. 
The process for recruiting international students is separate from the process used for those domestic 
students enrolling in career programs. Once a lead is received from the agency or the student directly 
online, the international admissions representative will contact the student with information necessary for 
application. International students are only admitted for the intensive English program (IEP). A checklist 
is given to the student listing all steps necessary for a completed application . Students must supply bank 
statements , sponsor letters, affidavit of support forms, passport , and personal income tax returns. 
Students must pay a $150 application fee. All documents must then be in place, with signed forms being 
presented to their admissions contact. The DSO will issue the I-20 forms for the students. There are four 
DSOs on campus, all supervised by Ms. Tatiana Hamilton. Students then receive an acceptance letter, an 
1-20 form, and housing, program , and campus information . After all application forms are received the 
student will go to the U.S. Embassy for their U.S. visa. They are provided with a step-by-step flyer 
advising them of all information that needs to be completed. Housing information is also provided. A 
special intensive English placement exam is given to all students. Orientation is then scheduled as a 
group, with individuals meeting with counselors to assist them with bank accounts, community 
environment , and to check that the enrollment agreement is completed correctly. The campus DSO 
representati ve will review their payment requirements. 

With the career-program process , domestic students are interviewed on the phone, using a student 
questionnaire (both adult and high school). They are given a time for a personal appointment on campus . 
Ms. Cynthia Farris , senior admissions representative , will also meet students off campus for interviews 
and to review the enrollment packet and the application fee. Students are given a PowerPoint 
presentation regarding the campus programs . Students who are judged to be a good fit for the institution 
are presented an application form to complete. All students take the Wonderlic test, with results being 
held on campus by Ms. Sharon McNeely , the comp liance officer. Students pay an application fee and are 
given a receipt by the admissions representative ; this receipt is taken to the financial aid department for 
recording. Payments are accepted by the front-desk receptionist for cash, check , or credit card. After the 
appropriate application forms are received , then the student will go to the group orientation scheduled 
prior to the start of the term. 

Based on interviews, observations, and a review of recruitment materials, is the process compatible with 
the educational objectives for the campus? 
[8J Yes ON o 

The team learned through admissions interviews (and a review of the CAR presented on-site) that 149 
students were enrolled in one or two classes , without enrolling in a program . These "nondegree -seeking 
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students" were originally counted on the CAR , which identified a uniqueness in the admissions process 
and caused a thorough , in-depth , and time-consuming review of the CAR. The CAR initially presented 
in the team room was an earlier worksheet version; the revised CAR presented to ACICS was later 
provided by the campus to the team and was accurate. 

4.12 Are individuals engaged in admissions or recruitment activities communicating current and accurate 
information regarding the following? 
(a) Courses and programs . 
[g] Yes D No 
(b) Services . 
[g] Yes D No 
(c) Tuition. 
[g] Yes D No 
(d) Terms. 
[g] Yes 0No 
(e) Ope rating policies. 
[g] Yes 0No 

4.13 Does the campus use prospective student names obtained as a result of a survey , canvass , or promise of 
future employment or income while a student , or as a result of other marketing activity? 
D Yes (g]No 

4.14 Does the state in which the campus operates require represen tatives to be licensed or registered? 
D Yes [g]No 

4.15 Are the titles of recruitment and enrollment personnel appropriate? 
[g] Yes 0No 

4.16 Doe s someone other than recruitment and enrollment personnel make final decisions regarding financial 
aid eligibility , packaging , awarding , and disbursement ? 
[g] Yes D No D Not Applicable (camp us does not participate in financia l aid) 

If Yes, who holds this respons ibility and what are this person ' s qualifications? 
Ms. Anahi Huerta , financial aid administrator/revenue officer , is responsible for making decisions 
regarding eligibility, packaging , awarding , and disbursement of student financial aid. Ms. Huerta 
attended Triton College in Illinois , completing one year of postsecondary education. She is currently the 
financial aid administrator at SOLEX College , beginning in March 2016. She was previously employed 
by Computer Systems Institute (CSI) as the director of financial aid at the Chicago campus. She was a 
financial aid advisor at the Career Education Corporation for Sanford Brown Florida campuses. Ms. 
Huerta was an enrollment specialist for Matria Health Care prior to being an accounting assistant at 
MicroTax in Chicago. 

4.17 Are all recruiters supervised by the campus to ensure that their activities are in compliance with all 
applicable standards? 
[g] Yes 0No 
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Mr. David McGuire is the director of operations responsible for the supervision of the admissions 
director and the admissions department of three representatives. Mr. McGuire was new to the position. 

4.18 Does the campus have written policies and procedures for evaluating and accepting transfer of credit? 
~Yes 0No 

4.19 Is there evidence that the campus properly awards transfer of credit? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable 

4.20 Does the campus publicize its transfer credit policies, including policies related to accepting transfer credit 
from another campus? 
~Yes 0No 

4.21 Has the campus established articulation agreements with other institutions? 
D Yes ~ No (Skip to question 4. 23 for Master's Degree Programs or 4. 24 for all programs) 

FOR ALL PROGRAMS 

4.24 Is the standards of satisfactory academic progress policy published in the catalog? 
~Yes 0No 

If Yes, state the page number(s) where the standards of satisfactory academic progress policy is published. 
The SAP information listed in the catalog was not printed in one complete SAP section of the catalog 
when the team arrived for the visit. The revised information is now present ed correctly on pages 14-17 
of the 2016 SOLEX College revised catalog. 

4.25 Does the standards of satisfactory academic progress (SAP) policy published in the catalog contain the 
following? 
(a) A definition of the maximum time frame allowed for students to complete a program as 1.5 times the 

normal program length. 
~ Yes 0No 
(b) A schedu le that designates the minimum percentage of work that a student must successfully 

comple te at the end of each evaluation increme nt to complete the program withi n the maximum time 
frame. 

~ Yes 0No 
(c) Procedures for re-estab lishing satisfactory academic progress. 
~Yes 0No 
(d) A definition of the effects of the following on the CGPA and successful course-completion 

percentage: 
Withdrawals. 
0Yes ~No 
Incomplete grades. 
~ Yes 0No 
Repeated courses . 
~Yes 0No 
Non-pu nitive grades. 
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D Yes D No cg] Not Applicable (campus does not offer) 
Non-credit or remedial courses. 
D Yes D No cg] Not Applicable (campus does not offer) 
A warning status. 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus does not use) 
A probationary period. 
cg] Yes 0No 
An appeal process. 
cg] Yes D No 
An extended-enrollment status. 
D Yes D No cg] Not Applicable (campus does not offer) 
The effect when a student changes programs. 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus only offers one progra m of study 
The effect when a student seeks to earn an additional credential. 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus only offers one program) 
The implications of transfer credit. 
cg] Yes 0No 

If No for any item, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
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(Section 3-1-421 and Appendix D): The SAP policy does not meet all the expectations of Appendix D. 
There is no information regarding student "withdrawal from a program" and its effects on GPA and 
course-completion time frame. The institution addressed students changing programs and students 
seeking an additional degree in their revised SAP section of the catalog, but not the effect of 
withdrawing from a program. Similarly the a_ppeals process is also not addressed. 

4.26 Does the campus apply its SAP standards consistently to all students? 
cg] Yes 0No 

4.27 Are students who are not making satisfactory academic progress properly notified? 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (no students are in violation of SAP) 

4.28 Is SAP evaluated at the end of each academic year or at 50 percent of the normal program length if the 
program is one academic year in length or shorter? 
cg] Yes 0No 

Since the IEP classes are only one session or one month in length, SAP is evaluated every two weeks of 
each session. 

4.29 Is SAP evaluated at the end of the second academic year and at the end of each subsequent academic year 
where students must have a minimum CGPA of 2.0 on a scale of 4.0 or its equiva lent, or have academic 
standing consistent with the institution ' s requirements for graduation? 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (all programs are less than two years) 

4.30 Are students who are not making satisfactory academic progress at the end of the second year dismissed or 
allowed to continue without being eligible for Federal financial aid? 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable (all programs are less than two years) 
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4.31 Are qualitative and quantitative components evaluated cumulatively for all periods of a student's 
enrollment? 
~Yes 0No 

4.32 Are students allowed to remain on financial aid while under warning or probation status? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus does not participate in financial aid) 

If Yes, is the student informed of this policy? 
~Yes 0No 
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At the onset of the visit, the institution was not aware as to whether students are allowed to remain on 
financial aid status while on probation or under warning status. There is now a reference to this policy in 
the current financial aid section of the revised catalog. 

4.33 Are students whose appeals are granted due to mitigating circumstances placed on probation, eligibility for 
financial aid reinstated, and considered to be making satisfactory academic progress? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable (there are no such students) 

4.34 Are students who are placed in an extended-enrollment status denied eligibility for federal financial aid 
(unless there are mitigating circumstances)? 
0Yes 0No 
~ Not Applicable (campus does not have extended enrollment and/or does not participate in financial aid) 

4.35 Do credits attempted during the extended-enrollment status count toward the 1.5 times of normal program 
length? 
D Yes D No ~ Not Applicable (campus does not have extended enrollment) 

4.36 For students who have exceeded one and one-half times the standard time frame and were awarded the 
original credential , were any additional financial obligations waived? 
□ Yes 0No 
~ Not Applicable (there is no such student and/or the campus does not have such a policy) 

4.37 Are students required to have a minimum CGPA of 2.0 or its equivalent upon graduation from all 
programs? 
~Yes 0No 

4.38 Who is responsible for the administration of satisfactory academic progress, and what are this person's 
qualifications? 
Ms. Luba Sokil is responsible for co-administering SAP for international students. Ms. Sokil holds an 
assoc iate's, bachelor's , and master's degree in economics from Ukraine University of Banking , Business , 
and Economics. Ms. Sokil worked for eight years in the banking industry in Ukraine. She began her 
career in the United States with SOLEX College as an admissions rep, a student advisor , DSO (acting), 
and registrar for the international department. 
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Ms. Anahi Huerta , financial aid administrator, also assists with SAP reports. Ms. Huerta attended Triton 
College in Illinois , completing one year. As previously described, she previously was employed by 
Computer Systems Institute as the director of financial aid in Chicago , financia l aid advisor at Career 
Education Corporation for Sanford Brown Florida campuses, enro llment specialist for Matria Health 
Care, and accounting assistant at Micro Tax in Chicago office. She is currently at SOLEX College as the 
financial aid officer. 

Dr. Sharon McNeely is responsible for administering SAP for the career program students. She holds a 
bachelor's and master's degree in rehabilitation education , and a doctoral degree in educatio nal 
psychology , all from the University of Wisconsin. Ms. McNee ly worked her way through the tenured 
ranks of Nort heastern Univers ity as a facu lty member and program chair of middle education. She 
worked part-time at a variety of universities including: Argosy, National Louis, North Park , and Loyola. 
She came to SOLEX College as an instructor in general education for physical therapy and accounting. 
She consulted with SOLEX on best practices for a short period before coming on board part-time as the 
compliance and academic affairs officer. 

4.39 How does the campus encourage and assist students who are experiencing difficulty in progressing 
satisfactorily in their programs? 
(Section 3-1-423): Tutoring is only offered if the student can pay for the service and as such, the 
campus does not encourage or assist students as it should . 

4.40 Does the campus finance any of the following? (Mark all that apply.) 
(a) D Scholarships . 
(b) D Grants. 
(c) D Loans. 
(d) ~ The campus does not offer scholarships , grants, and/or loans . (Skip to Question 4.42.) 

4.42 Are all similarly circumstanced students who enrolled at the same time and in the same programs charged 
the same tuition and fees? 
□ Yes ~ N o 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses , list student names.., and explain: 
(Section 3-1-432 and Appendix C): The institution is not consistent with the application fees and 
tuition charged to students upon enrollment. The team found several students who had no application fee 
paid and the campus explained that these students fees were waived , with no documentation provided. 
There is no disclosure in the catalog stating that students can apply for waived tuition and fees or a 
rationale explaining the circumstances under which a waiver can be granted. 

The team requested documentation regarding waivers for the students listed below. The campus 
provided a "waiver form" stating "low income" for each student with no rationale, no application form , 
and no summary posting on their student ledgers. 
--$50 application/$100 comprehensive program fee was waived for A waiver form was 
provided stating "low income " without rationale. 
--$50 application/$100 comprehensive program fee was waived for A waiver form was 
provided stating "low income " witho ut rationale. 
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--$100 comprehensive program fee was waived for----A waiver form was provided 
showing $933 in tuition and fees stating "low inco~ona le. 

id not pay the $100 comprehensive fee. A waiver form was provided for $92.50 
wa1vmg tmt1on and $50 fee showing "low income" without rationale. The lack of payment for the $100 
fee was not addressed. 
--$50 application fee was waived for A waiver form was provided showing $4,415 was 
waived for tuition and $50 fee without rationale. 
--$100 comprehensive fee was waived for A waiver form was provided showing $50 
waived for "low income" without rationale. 
--$100 comprehensive fee was waived for-- A waiver form was provided showing $2,000 
was waived for tuition and all fees of $150~l e. 
--$50 application fee/$100 comprehensive fee was waived for - without rationale. 
-- id not pay the $100 comprehensive fee. The ~ esented with documentation. 

did not pay the $100 comprehensive fee. The file was not presented with 
documentation. 

The campus revised their catalog while the team was onsite to state the following: "Students who have 
lost a job or qual[fyfor low income support can apply.for.financial assistance throught the Illin ois 
Employment and Training Center (/ETC) within their geographic location. Please contact SO LEX to 
receive information about the JETC closest to you. By visitinf? the JETC, you may be eligible for 
employment search assistance, which may include a tuition subsidy. " 

The campus "Request for Tuition or Registration Fees Waiver" forms are signed only by the president. 
There is no rationale, no ~plication forms, and no signatures by the student. 

None of the student account ledger worksheets in these examples reflect any credits or notations of these 
waived fees in their ostin s. 
(Example: tuition and fees waiver form on 7-7-14 totaled $4,415 (which included $50 
application ee an 4,365 m tuition). However, the student ledger worksheet showed "FEES TOT AL" 
tuition ($5,630) and comprehensive fee ($100) totaling $5,730 ... along with "RECENE D TOTAL" of 
Pelll4-W of $2865 on 1/5/15 and another Pell 14-W of $2865 on 1/5/15, totaling $5,730. There is no 
$4,415 credit reflected in the postings. 
Another example: lllllllllllllti as a waiver form totaling $92.50. The AR student ledger worksheet 
does not reflect thi~. 
Another example: has a waiver form totaling $933. His student ledger worksheet shows 
no reflection of this $933 waiver. 

4.43 Are tuition and fees clearly stated in the catalog? 
IZJ Yes 0No 

If Yes, have students confirmed receiving a copy of the catalog? 
IZ] Yes D No D Not Applicable 

4.44 Do the financial records of students clearly show the following? 
(a) Charges. 
IZJ Yes 0No 
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(b) Dates for the posting of tuition. 
IS] Yes ONo 
(c) Fees. 
IS] Yes ONo 
( d) Other charges. 
IS] Yes ONo 
(e) Payments. 
IS] Yes D No 
(f) Dates of payment. 
IS] Yes ONo 
(g) The balance after each transaction. 
IS] Yes ONo 

4.45 Is the effective date listed on announcements of changes in tuition and fees? 
IS] Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus has not changed tuition or fees) 

4.46 Is the campus's refund policy published in the catalog? 
IS] Yes ONo 

4.47 Is the refund policy fair, equitable, and applicable to all students? 
IS] Yes ONo 

4.48 Is the campus following its stated refund policy? 
IS] Yes ONo 

4.49 Does the campus participate in Title IV financial aid? 
IS] Yes D No (Skip to question 4.57) 

4.50 Who is responsible on-site for administering student financial aid, and what are this person's 
qualifications? 
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Ms. Anahi Huerta, financial aid administrator/revenue officer , is responsible for the on-site 
administration of student financial aid . As previously stated, Ms. Huerta attended Triton College in 
Illinois for one year . She is currently the financial aid administrator at S0LEX, beginning in March 
2016. She previously was employed by Computer Systems Institute as the director of financial aid at the 
Chicago campus, financial aid advisor at the Career Education Corporation for Sanford Brown Florida 
campuses , and enrollment specialist for Matria Health Care prior to being an accounting assistant at 
MicroTax in Chicago. 

4.51 Is the person who determines the amount of student awards not also responsible for disbursing those 
awards? 
IS] Yes ONo 

4.52 Are final student financial aid award determinations made by administrative individuals who are not 
responsible for recruitment? 
IS] Yes ONo 
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4.53 Is the financial aid administrator a member of a state, regional , or national financial aid association and up 
to date on procedures and changes in the field? 
ISi Yes 0No 

At the onset of the visit, the financial aid officer did not belong to any local, regional , or national 
financial aid association. During the visit, Ms. Huerta was registered to join the Illinois Association of 
Student Financial Aid Administrators (ILASFAA)__, with a $50 payment documented and mailed to the 
association . 

4.54 Describe how the financial aid office stays current with regulation and policy changes in financial aid 
(include all appropriate memberships in professional organizations held by this individual). 
Mrs. Huerta reviews all "Information for Financial Aid Professionals" (IF AP) postings and 
announcements. 

4.55 Is there evidence that the financial aid administrator regularly participates in professional awareness 
activities? 
D Yes IS]No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-434(c)): The financial aid administrator does not regularly participate in any professional 
awareness activities. Ms. Huerta stated that she has not yet participated in professional awareness 
activities since she is new to the position. 

4.56 Does the campus have a written policy that accurately reflects the U.S. Department of Education ' s 
definition of a credit hour for credit hour programs and/or clock-to-credit hour programs, including 
conversion ratios? 
ISi Yes 0No 

4.57 Does the campus provide discounts for cash received in advance of the normal payment schedule? 
D Yes ISi No (Skip to question 4.58.) 

4.58 The beginning enrollment on the most current Campus Accountability Report (CAR) is 520. 
The ending enrollment reported on the previous year's CAR is 520. 
At the onset of the visit, the campus presented an older version of the CAR showing the beginning and 
ending enrollment numbers from ending 2014 to beginning 2015 both as 699, which did not match the 
submitted CAR received by ACICS showing 520. The initial 2015 CAR worksheet draft showed a 
beginning enrollment of "O" since the columns were not totaled on the worksheet. However , the column 
(when manually added) totaled 699. The ACICS team verified the submitted CAR report, which showed 
520 student enrollment ending in 2014 and 520 beginning in 2015. During the visit, the registrar 
discovered the most recently revised and resumbitted copy of the CAR information that showed 520 as 
the ending 2014 and 520 as the beginning enrollment for 2015. 

An issue that caused a great deal of time and review was the fact that the campus listed 149 students as 
"part time" on the worksheet , with a total of 669 students . By subtracting the 149 part time, enrollment 
equaled 520. It was explained to the team that this total of 149 was actually "non-degree seeking 
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students" who registered to take just one or two classes (not a true part-time student) enrolled in 
programs. Thus, the figure of 520 was accurate and submitted formally. 

4.59 Was the team able to verify the retention rate for the campus and for each program as reported on the 
Campus Accountability Report (CAR) last submitted to the Council? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable 

4.60 Are students who receive financial aid counseled concerning their student loan repayment obligations? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus does not participate in financial aid) 

4.61 Describe the process the campus utilizes to ensure that students are counseled concerning their student loan 
repayment obligations. 
Students are counseled on exit loan repayment obligations via a printed form. An exit workshop is being 
planned for students who will be graduat ing in March 2017. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
Student comments revealed that: 
--The students felt the curriculum was not challenging (boring in nature). 
--They would like more guest speakers on campus in order to learn and practice English skills. 
--They wish that the facility was maintained for more cleanliness. 
--Students feel that after Level 6, they learned nothing new. 

COMMENDATIONS: 
The team would like to commend Dr. Sharon McNeely for the efforts she extended to prepare for the 
ACICS visit and would like to extend compliments to Ms. Luba Sokil for her commitment to excellence. 

5. EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

FOR ALL PROGRAMS 

5.01 Are the credentials awarded by the campus in compliance with its accreditation approval and in 
compliance with applicable state laws? 
□ Yes ~No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and e'!~ n: 
(Section 3-1-521): The IEP does not award the credential as approved by ACICS . The school gives a 
certificate of com letion instead of a certificate, as noted on the a roval letter. 

5.02 Who is assigned to oversee the educational activities of all programs at the campus, and what are this 
person's qua! ifi cations? 
Dr. Sharon McNeely is the compliance and academic affairs officer at the institution. As previously 
detailed, she holds a bachelor's and master's degree in rehabilitation education and a doctoral degree in 
educational psychology all from the University of Wisconsin. Dr. McNeely worked her way through the 
tenured ranks of Northeastern University as a faculty member and program chair of middle education . She 
has worked part-time at a variety of universities including Argosy, National Louis , North Park, and 
Loyola. Dr. McNeely came to SOLEX College as an instructor in general education for physical therapy 



VER. January 1, 2016 ACICS INITIAL GRANT OR RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION REPORT Page 21 of 44 

and accounting. She consulted with S0LEX on best practices for a short period before coming on board 
part-time as the compliance and academic affairs officer. 

5.03 Does this person have appropriate academic or experiential qualifications? 
~Yes ONo 

5.04 Describe how the campus makes provisions for program administrators to have sufficient authority and 
responsibility for the develoQment and administration of the programs. 
At the time of the team visit, the only programs with enrollment at the college were the IEP and the PTA 
programs. Ms. Jill Pomerantz is the person assigned to administer the IEP program and works in 
conjunction with Dr. McNeely in developing and administering the program. Ms. Pomerantz's full-time 
responsibility is the IEP program and she utilizes the faculty and student suggestions and input for 
consideration in making any changes. Ms. Claire Davies is the erson assigned to administer the PT,A;I 
program. 

5.05 Is the time devoted to the administration of the educational programs sufficient? 
~Yes ONo 

5.06 Is there a published policy on the responsibility and authority of faculty in academic governance? 
~Yes ONo 

5.07 Does the policy, at a minimum, address the role of the faculty in the following areas? 
(a) Development of the educational program. 
~Yes ONo 
(b) Selection of course materials, instructional equipment and other educational resources. 
~Yes ONo 
(c) Systematic evaluation and revision of the curriculum. 
~Yes ONo 
( d) Assessment of student learning outcomes. 
~Yes ONo 
(e) Planning for institutional effectiveness. 
~Yes ONo 

5.08 Is there evidence that this policy has been adopted and faculty members are aware of it? 
~Yes ONo 

5.09 Does the campus have any programs that require specialized or programmatic accreditation to obtain entry­
level employment or licensure by the state in which the campus is approved? 
~ Yes D No (Skip to question 5. 10 for renewal of accreditation. Skip to 5. 14 for initial grants.) 

If Yes, does the campus: 
(a) Carry the programmatic accreditation or is currently in the process of obtaining such accreditation in a 

timely manner for programs in which it is required by the state in order for students to attain entry-level 
employment? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable (there is no such requirement by the state) 

(b) Notify students as to: 
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(I) Which programs hold specialized or programmatic accreditation? 
[g!Yes ONo 

(2) Whether successful completion of a program qualifies a student to receive , apply to take, or take 
licensure exams in the state where the campus is located? 
[g!Yes ONo 

(3) Any other requirements that are generally required for employment? 
D Yes D No [gl Not Applicable (no other requirements) 

FOR RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION ONLY 

5.10 Does the campus have any programs with current specialized or programmatic accreditation? 
[gl Yes D No (Skip to question 5.14) 

5.11 Does the program meet the needs of its students and the requirements of the Council , as shown by student 
achievement outcomes which meet or exceed the standards for the following areas: 
(a) Student retention rate of 65 percent (programs >I year in length) OR 70 percent (programs ::; I in 
length)? 
[gl Yes ONo 
(b) Student placement rate of 70 percent? 
[gl Yes ONo 

5.12 Was the team able to verify the backup documentation to support the placement rate for the program(s) that 
hold specialized accreditation as reported on the last Campus Accountability Report submitted to the 
Council? 
[gl Yes D No D Not Applicable 

How many calls to employers or graduates were attempted? 
A total of9 calls to graduates or employers were attempted in the occupational associate's degree in PTA. 

How many calls to employers or graduates were successful? 
A total of 7 calls were successful, which included 3 graduates and 4 employers. 

How many of the successful contacts confirmed the employment of the graduate as reported on the CAR? 
Please explain any discrepancy between the number of successful contacts and confirmations . 
All 7 successfu l contacts confirmed employment of the graduate as reported on the most recent CAR. 

5.13 Was documentation on file to verify graduates classified on the CAR as "not available for placement"? 
[gl Yes D No D Not Applicable 

FOR ALL CAMPUSES 

5.14 Was the team able to verify the backup documentation to support the placement rate for the program(s) that 
had placements as reported on the last Campus Accountability Report submitted to the Council but are not 
being reviewed (no enrollment , discontinued , etc .)? 
D Yes [gl No D Not Applicable 
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How many calls to employers or graduates were attempted? 
Information Technology: 6 
Med ical Assistant: 5 
Basic N ursing Assistant: 

How many calls to employers or graduates were successful? 
One call to the graduate in the information techno logy career program was successful. 
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One call to a graduate and 2 calls to the employer were successful in the basic nursing program. 
One call to the graduate and 3 calls to em loyers were successful in the medical assistant program 

How many of the successful contacts confirmed the employment of the graduate as reported on the CAR? 
Please explain any discrepancy between the number of successful contacts and confirmations. 
All successful contacts confirmed the employment of the graduates as reported on the CAR. 

If No, insert "Sec tion 3-1-303~" i~ar entheses and exp_!ain: 
(Section 3-1-303(a)): The team was unable to verify the following em loyment of the graduates listed 
below as reQorted on the most recent CAR rovided to the team: 

n the information techno logy 
career program were reporte on t e as wor ng mt e 1e ; owever, Dr. Sharon McNeely, the 
compliance officer , reported to the team that these graduates were incorrectly reported as employed in 
the field when in fact they were not employed in the fie ld. The campus could not provide any further 
employer information to the team at the time of the visit, and the team was unable to reach any of these 
graduates. 

5.15 Was documentation on file to verify graduates classified on the CAR as "not available for placement"? 
~ Yes D No D Not Applicable 

5.16 Are the educational programs consistent with the campus's mission and the needs of its students? 
~Yes ONo 

5 .17 Do the formation of policies and the design of educational programs involve students , graduates , 
administrators , faculty , and other interested parties such as advisory committees? 
~Yes ONo 

5.18 What provisions are made for individual differences among students in the learning environment? 
At the time of the visit, the only active program at the main campus was the IEP. As previously stated, the 
PTA program has enrollment at the learning site and is programmatically accredited. It was explained to 
the team that when students are struggling in one of the courses, they have the opportunity to reach out to 
the faculty member who would attempt to work with the student and see if they can resolve the learning 
situation. If they are unable to resolve , the student is then referred to the program director of the IEP, at 
which time the student will be counseled and assessed through questions and conversation. The program 
director also shared with the team that tutoring is available to any student who requests it; however , the 
cost of tutoring is the responsibi lity of the student. 
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5.19 Describe the system in place to evaluate, revise, and make changes to the curriculum. 
Faculty have the opportunity and are encouraged to make suggestions to the IEP program director of any 
changes or revisions they feel appropriate to the curriculum. The program director works with the 
compliance and academic affairs officer to evaluate and make any changes they determine are appropriate 
to enhance the curriculum. 

5.20 Does the faculty participate in this process? 
~Yes ONo 

5.21 Is credit appropriately converted in relation to total student contact hours in each class? 
~Yes ONo 

5.22 Does the campus award academic credit to students who demonstrate subject competency based on 
academic, occupational , or personal experiences? 
D Yes lZ] No (If No, skip to Question 5.23.) 

5.23 Are courses and breaks scheduled appropriately, given the students' academic background and the 
coursework involved? 
lZJ Yes ONo 

5.25 Does the campus provide an environment for its faculty that is conducive to effective classroom 
instruction? 
lZJ Yes ONo 

5.26 Are the quantity and type of instructional materials and equipment proportionate to the size of the campus 
and types of programs? 
lZJ Yes ONo 

5.27 Based on the team 's observation of the instructional materials used, interviews with students and faculty, 
and a review of software licenses, is the campus in compliance with applicab le licensing and copyright 
laws? 
~Yes ONo 

5.28 Are official transcripts for all qualifying credentials and for those credentials listed in the catalog on file for 
all instructors? 
OYes ~No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses, list faculty names, degrees, and awarding institutions and 
explain: 
(Section 3-1-542): Official transcripts for qualifying credentials are not on file for all instructors. The 
following instructors did not have an official qualifying transcript on file: 
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nd ho are current ly teaching, did not have any faculty 
files provided to the team . 

5.29 Have faculty transcripts from institutions not accredited by agencies recognized by the United States 
Department of Education been translated into English and evaluated by a member of the Association of 
International Credential Evaluators (AICE) or the National Association of Credential Evaluation Services 
(NACES) to determine the equivalency of the credentials to credentials awarded by institutions in the 
United States? 
IZ] Yes D No D Not Applicable (no faculty members hold foreign credentials) 

5 .30 Is there documented evidence of a systematic program of in-service training at the campus? 
D Yes IZ]No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-543 and Glossary): The faculty development plans do not include appropriate in-service 
activities to enhance faculty expertise. The team found documentation of recent faculty training designated 
as in-service in Family Education Rights and Privac y Act (FERPA) and homeland security active shooter 
training . For each session, the campus provided the team with evidence of attendance by the faculty and an 
outline of the information provided. These topics are not related to curriculum and instruction. 

5.31 Is there evidence that appropriate faculty development plans have been developed and implemented 
annually, including documentation to support completed activities listed on the plans? 
IZ] Yes 0No 

5.32 Is there evidence that full-time and part-time instructors participate in regularly scheduled faculty 
meetings? 
IZ] Yes 0No 

5.33 Is there an adequate core of full- and/or part-time faculty to assure sound direction and continuity of 
development for the educational programs? 
IZ] Yes 0No 

5.34 Does the institution utilize contracts and/or agreements with other institutions or entities? 
D Yes IZ]No 

FOR ALL PROGRAMS 

5.44 Describe the student services offered by the campus such as, but not limited to, structured tutoring , 
academic or personal counseling , student orientation, etc. 
The campus recently hired a director for student services who will focus on student retention, 
orientation , campus life, resources for the students , and graduation. As previously stated, the campus 
only offers tutoring to the students in the IEP if they are willing and able to pay for the tutorin g 
themselves. It was shared with the team by the IEP program director that in most cases , the students are 
not able to afford to pay for tutoring. 
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5 .45 Who is the person on staff responsible for the oversight of counseling students on employment 
opportunities , and what are this person 's qualifications ? 

Page 26 of 44 

Ms. Suzana Simic was recently hired as the director of career services and is responsib le for the 
oversight of counseling students on employment opportunities. Ms. Simic has a bachelor's degree in 
lib eral arts and had six years of experience as a career serv ices coord inator and director of career 
serv ices at other proprietary colle ges prior to coming to this campus. 

5.46 Does the campus offer emplo yment assistance to all students? 
[g] Yes 0No 
D Not Applicable (campus enrolls only international students on a student visa) 

5.47 Are follow-up studies on graduate and emp loye r satisfaction conducted at specific measuring points 
following the placement of the campus ' s graduates ? 
D Yes [g] No D Not Applicable (there have been no graduates) 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
(Section 3-1-441(c)): Fo llow-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction are not conducted at 
specific measuring points following the placement of graduates. It was shared with the team that the last 
graduate/employer surveys at the campus were cond ucted in September 2014. The campus has had 
graduates as recently as Se_ptember 2015, and no grad uate or em loyer surve ys have been conducted for 
any of these graduates. 

5.48 Does the campus use placement percentages or salary projections as part of its recruiting activities? 
D Yes (g]No 

5.49 Describe the extracurricu lar educational activities of the campus (if applicable). 
Currently, the team found the campus takes students on field trips that are appropriate to their learn ing 
objectives. Students at the learning site are also provided the opport unity to attend theater productions at 
no cost to the student. 

6. EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 

6.01 Describe the physical facility of the campus (include details such as campus location, square footage , 
distribut ion of space_JJarlcing situation , and any othe!:_Pertinent informati .£!V. 

he main campus is located on two floors of a former bank building. It comprises 23,000 s~are feet of 
appropriate classroom, lab , office, and break space. Parking is adequate, and the building is 
handicapped-accessible. AJI classrooms and labs are apP.roJ>.riately equ ipped. 

6.02 Doe s the campus utilize any temporary additional space locations ? 
D Yes (g]No 

6.03 Does the campus utilize learnin g sites? 
[g] Yes 0No 
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If Yes, list the name and address of each learning site and identify any administrative services offered at the 
site. (Please see sechon 13 for additional information) 
[ he Wabash learning site is located at I 80 North Wabash Avenue , Chicago, lL 60601. The learning site 
comprises 33,000 square feet on two floors of an eight-story office building in the Loop area in 
downtown Chicago. It is larger than the main campus and enrolls more students. All administrative 
services are provided at the learning site. Administrators at the main campus spend one or two days a 
week at the learning site. A full-time administrator is always on-site. Thirty faculty members are located 
at the learning site and thirteen faculty members are located at the main site. 

6.04 Are all facilities (including additional space and learning sites) appropriate for the size of the student 
population and the programs offered? 
C8J Yes 0No 

6.05 Are the following appropriate to support the student population and the programs offered at all locations 
(including additional space and learning sites)? 
(a) Equipment 
C8J Yes 0No 
(b) Instructional tools 
C8J Yes 0No 
( c) Machinery 
C8J Yes 0No 

6.06 Is there evidence on file to show that all campus facilities are in compliance with fire, safety, and sanitation 
regulations? 
C8J Yes D No D Not Applicable 

7. PUBLICATIONS 

7.01 What catalog was used during the evaluation (please include the year, number , and volume , if 
appropriate)? 
The SOLEX College catalog dated 2016 was reviewed during the visit. 

7 .02 Does the self-study or branch application part 11 accurately portray the campus? 
C8J Yes 0No 

7.03 Does the campus publish a catalog that is appropriately printed and bound and available to all enrolled 
students? 
C8J Yes 0No 

7.04 Doe s the catalog contain the following items? 
(a) A table of contents and/or an index. 
C8J Yes 0No 
(b) An indication of the year or years for which the catalog is effective on the front page or cover page. 
C8J Yes 0No 
(c) The names and titles of the administrators. 
C8J Yes 0No 
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(d) A statement of legal control which includes the names of trustees, directors, and officers of the 
corporation 

[2J Yes D l\o 
(e) A statement of accreditation 
C3J Yes D l\o D l\ot Applicable (initial applicant) 
(t) A mission statement. 
[2J Yes D l\o 
(g) A listing of full-time faculty members which lists all qualifying credentials held along with the 

awarding institution and the area of teaching specialization. 
D Yes D l\o [ZI l\ot Applicable 
(h) An academic calendar 
[2JYes 01\o 
(i) A full disclosure of the admission requirements. 
D Yes [2J l\o 
U) A statement for each curriculum offered that includes a statement of objective or purpose: an accurate 

and complete listing of all courses in the curriculum with a unique identifying number and title, the 
credit or clock hours awarded; the total credit or clock hours required to complete the curriculum, any 
necessary requirements fix certification, licensing, or registration needed to \Vork in the field: and any 
additional requirements that must be met to complete the curriculum 

0Yes [2ll\o 
(k) A description of each course offered that includes the identifying number, title, credit or clock hours 

a\varded, a concise description of the course contents, and any necessary prerequisites 
[2J Yes D l\o 
(1) An explanation of the grading system that is consistent with the one that appears on the student 

transcript. 
[2J Yes D l\o 
(m)A definition of the unit of credit 
[ZI Yes D l\o D l\ot Applicable (The campus does not award credit.) 
(n) A complete explanation of the standards of satisfactory academic progress. 
D Yes [2J l\o 
(o) A description of the certificates, diplomas, and/or degrees mvarded along \Vith a statement of the 

requirements necessary for completion of each 
[2JYes 01\o 
(p) The transfer of credit policy. 
[2J Yes D l\o 
(q) A statement of the tuition, fees, and any other charges. 
0Yes [2Jl\o 
(r) A complete and accurate listing of all scholarships, grants, and/or loans offered. 
D Yes D l\o [Z] l\ot Applicable (no scholarships, grants, or loans offered) 
(s) The refund policy 
[2JYes 01\o 
(t) A statement describing the student services offered. 
[2J Yes D l\o 
(u) A student grievance policy that includes the name and address of ACICS (may be in the student 

handbook instead of catalog). 
[ZI Yes D l\o D l\ot Applicable (initial applicants only) 
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If No for any item, insert the section number in earentheses and e~ lain: 
(Section 3-1-701 & Appendix C): The catalog does not meet Council standards in a number of areas: 
1. The curricula ublished in the institution's catalog does not state any objectives s ecific to the IEP 
curriculum. 

2. Information concerning payments of tuition and fees is not consistent with the ractice on campus. See 
guestion 4.42 for the details. 

S. The SAP olicy is missing some re uired comP.onents. 

4. While the team was onsite, the campus added the following to their revised catalog, "A student may do 
a general application and take any class.from a program without being admitted to that program as long 
as the class chosen does not have a prerequisite." However , that is not appropriate since students must 
be admitted to a program (in order to complete all requirements of the enrollment agreement). 

7.05 Does the campus offer degree programs? 
cg]Yes 0No 

If Yes, does the catalog contain the following? 
(a) An explanation of the course numbering system (for all levels). 
cg] Yes 0No 
(b) Identification of courses that satisfy general education requi rem en ts ( for occupational associate' s, 

academic associate ' s, and bachelor 's degrees only). 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable 
(c) Identification of courses that satisfy the concentration requirements (for academic associate ' s and 

bachelor 's degrees only). 
cg] Yes D No D Not Applicable 
(d) Identification of courses that satisfy the upper-division (for bachelor's degrees only). 
D Yes D No cg] Not Applicable 

7.06 Does the campus offer courses and/or programs via distance education? 
D Yes cg] No (If No, skip to Question 7. 07.) 

7.07 Doe s the catalog contain an addendum/supplement? 
D Yes ~ No (I/No, skip to Question 7.08.) 

7.08 Is the catalog available online? 
cg] Yes D No (If No, skip to Question 7. 09.) 

If Yes, does it match the hard copy version? 
cg]Yes 0No 

7.09 Doe s the campus utilize a multiple-scho ol catalog? 
D Yes cg] No (If No, skip to Question 7.10.) 
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7.10 Is all advertising and promotional literature, through any type of media (social media, website , newspapers , 
etc.), truthful and dignified? 
ISi Yes 0No 

7.11 Is the correct name of the campus listed in all advertising , web postings , and promotional literature? 
ISi Yes 0No 

7.12 Where does the campus advertise (publications, online , etc)? 
The campus advertises via its website, brochures , flyers, and on social media. 

Are all print and electronic advertisements under acceptable headings? 
IS]Yes 0No 

7.13 Does the campus use endorsements, commendations , or recommendations in its advertising? 
D Yes ISi No (If No, skip to Question 7. 14.) 

7.14 Does the campus utilize services funded by third parties? 
D Yes ISi No (If No, skip to Question 7. 15.) 

7.15 Does the campus avoid offering monetary incentives to attract students and avoid making guarantees for 
job placement or salary for graduates? 
ISi Yes 0No 

7.16 Is the phrase "for those who qualify" properly used in all advertising that references financial aid? 
IS] Yes D No D Not Applicable (campus does not participate in financial aid) 

7.17 What institutional performance information does the campus routinely provide to the public? 
The campus routinely provides program retention rates and employment placement rates to the public. 

Where is this information published and how frequently is this information being updated? 
The institutional performance information is published on the school's website on an annual basis. 

8. LIBRARY, INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES, AND TECHNOLOGY 

FOR ALL PROGRAMS 

8.01 Does the campus develop an adequate base oflibrary resources? 
ISi Yes 0No 

8.02 Does the campus ensure access oflibrary resources to all faculty and students, including students at 
nonmain campuses? 
ISi Yes 0No 

8.03 Doe s the campus provide training and support to faculty and student s in utilizing library resource s as an 
integral part of the learning process? 
ISi Yes 0No 
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8.04 Are adequate staff provided to support the development , organization of the collection , and access of 
library resources ? 
~Yes 0No 

8.05 Describe how the campus develops continuous assessment strategies for resources and information 
services? 
At the time of the visit, the only active program offered at the main campus was the IEP. An additional 
program , PTA, is offered currently at the learning site and is programmatically accredited by CAPTE. 
The team found an adequate selection of IEP resources in the library at the main campus and was also 
provided information stating that the school subscribes to the ProQuest online nursing and allied healt~ 
database, which the students and the faculty can access from any computer. 

Are these methods appropriate? 
~Yes 0No 

8.06 Is the library staff adequately trained to support the library? 
~Yes 0No 

FOR OCCUPATIONAL ASSOCIA TE'S, ACADEMIC ASSOCIA TE'S , BACHELOR'S, AND 
MASTER'S DEGREES ONLY 

8.07 Is the campus ' s established annual budget appropriate to the size and scope of the campus and the 
programs offered , and is the allocation appropriately expended for the purchase of books , periodicals , 
library equipment , and other resource and reference materials? 
~Yes 0No 

8.08 What is the amount of the current year's library budget excluding personnel allocations? 
he current year's library budget is $29,782. 

8.09 What portion of the current year's library budget has been spent? 
A total of $9,610 has been spent to date from the library budget. 

How has the money been allocated? 
The allocation of the expenditures for the current year is as follows: book acquisitions, $1,800; periodicals, 
$120; videos and other media, $120; staff and operations, $6,000; remodeling and maintenance , $1,350; 
and software and labeling, $230. 

8.10 Is there evidence that the faculty have major involvement in the selection of library resources? 
~Yes 0No 

8.11 Are the library hours adequate to accommodate the needs of all students? 
~ Yes 0No 
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FORNONDEGREEPROGRAMSONLY 

8.26 Are appropriate reference materials and periodicals available for all programs offered? 
~Yes 0No 

8.27 Are the instructional resources organized for easy access, usage, and preservation? 
~Yes 0No 

8.28 Is there a current inventory of instructional resources? 
~Yes 0No 

8.29 Does the campus have appropriate and sufficient instructional resources, equipment, and materials to meet 
its educational program objectives and the needs of its students? 
~Yes 0No 

FOR OCCUPATIONAL ASSOCIATE'S DEGREES ONLY 

8.30 Has the campus designated an individual with the ability to maintain the resources and to assist students 
and faculty? 
~Yes 0No 

8.31 Do the resources include the study, reading, and information technology facilities necessary to support the 
effectiveness of all the courses and programs offered by the campus? 
~Yes 0No 

8.32 Is there a current inventory of instructional resources , including online resources? 
~Yes 0No 

8.33 Are the resources organized for easy access and usage? 
~Yes 0No 

8.34 Is it evident that faculty encourages the use of the library? 
~Yes 0No 

8.35 Do the library holdings , including online collections, support all of the offerings of the campus? 
~Yes 0No 

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 

F.01 Who is assigned to administer the academJ~ ... IZ.!:~Wam(s), and what are this person' s qualifications? 
Ms. Jill Pomerantz serves as the IEP director and is assigned to oversee the JEP certificate program at both 
the SOLEX main campus and the Wabash learning site. She holds a master ' s degree in TESL from, 
Northeastern Illinois University in Chicago and a master's degree in Spanish literature from Universidad 
de Com_plutense in Madrid, Spain. Furthermore , she also holds a bachelor 's degree in S anish language 
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and culture from California State Univers ity in Northridge. Ms. Pomerantz was an IEP instructor at 
SOLEX College for almost eight years before being promoted to program director. 

F.02 Does this individual possess appropriate academic or experiential qualifications? 
~Yes 0No 

F.03 Is there evidence that the program administrator has sufficient authority and responsibility for the 
development and administration of the educational program(s)? 
~Yes 0No 

F.04 Are the time and resources devoted to the administration of the educational program(s) sufficient? 
~Yes 0No 

F.05 Does the curriculum evidence a well-organized sequence of appropriate subjects leading to an occupational 
objective , an academic credential, or both? 
~Yes 0No 

F.06 Does the catalog and/or other advertising material such as brochures and the institution ' s web site, 
accurate ly describe the program and its objectives? 
0Yes ~No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and ex~ n: 
(Section 3-1-513(a) and Appendices C & F): The curriculum is not being followed as published in the 
catalog. There are two stages of specific courses in the catalog, designated as Stage I and Stage II. All 
students take the Cambridge Michigan Language Assessment (CaMLA) entrance exam and are generally 
placed somewhere within the Stage I IEP course sequencing . After completing 648 clock hours (31.5 credit 
hours), the student is supposed to be awarded an IEP certificate; however, after reviewing student files and 
speaking with students, all that is evidenced is a transcript acknowledging a graduation date for when the 
students CO,..!!!Qleted the 648 clock hours 31.5 credit hours), with no documentation of the awarding of a 
certificate. 

he institution accommodates students working towards a certificate as well as those just taking IEP­
specific courses. The catalog identifies Stage I as also containing a basic level below level 1 and then 6 
addit ional levels. Per the last program modification in 2015, the ACICS approval does not reflect the basic 
level, only levels 1 through 6. Each level conta ins three sessions consisting of 72 clock hours/3.5 credit 
hours _per session. 

Furthermore , while onsite, the institution attempted to rectify many catalog issues; however , the course 
sequencing for the higher advanced electives are not sequentially numbered. ESL 170 omits (a) and (b) 
sessions for Grammar for Editing I and II, and are not se uential. 

The team identified discrepancies between the information given on the institution ' s website and the 
catalog. The institution was able to rectify these discrepancies. 

F .07 Is an appropriately detailed syllabus on file for each course that includes: 
(a) Title and course descriptions ? 
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~Yes 0No 
(b) Course numbers? 
~Yes 0No 
(c) Course prerequisites and/or corequisites? 
□ Yes ~No 
( d) Instructional contact hours/credits? 
~Yes 0No 
(e) Leaming objectives? 
~Yes 0No 
(f) Instructional materials and references? 
~Yes 0No 
(g) Topical outline of the course? 
~Yes 0No 
(h) Instructional methods? 
~Yes 0No 
(i) Assessment criteria? 
~Yes 0No 
(j) Method of evaluating students? 
~Yes 0No 
(k) Date the syllabus was last reviewed? 
0Yes ~No 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses , list the courses , and explain: 
(Section 3-1-513(a) and Glossary): The course syllabi do not include prerequisite courses for the Stage II 
electives and beyond high advanced IEP. At the time of the visit, there were four courses from the IEP 
Stage II actively in progress. According to the IEP director, Ms . Pomerantz, and the information contained 
in the catalog, the prerequisite to enter Stage II is completion of Stage I IEP level 6. Furthermore, no 
syllabi on file had review dates listed on them. 

F.08 Do students confirm that they receive a course syllabus and that it is followed? 
~Yes 0No 

F .09 Are the following appropriate to adequate ly support the number of students and nature of the program? 
(a) Facilities. 
~Yes 0No 
(b) Instructional equipment. 
~Yes 0No 
( c) Resources. 
~Yes 0No 
( d) Personnel. 
~Yes 0No 

F.10 Are the following elements appropriately incorporated into the instructional components of the program? 
(a) Systematic planning . 
~Yes 0No 
(b) Well-defined instructional objectives. 
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[8JYes 0 No 
(c) The selection and use of appropriate and current teaming materials . 
[8JYes 0No 
(d) Appropriate modes of instructional delivery. 
[8JYes 0No 
(e) The use of appropriate assessment strategies. 
[8JYes 0No 
(f) The use of appropriate experiences . 
[8JYes 0No 

F.11 List the community resources and describe how they are utilized to enrich the program(s) . 
IEP instructors at both the SOLEX main campus and the Wabash learnin g site have a plethora of areas in 
which to take the students on field trips. The learning site showed evidence of many field trips taken within 
walking distance of the learning site location , giving students ample opportunities to practice language 
acquisition while learning and experiencing the city's rich history. AJI field trips follow a process in which, 
a request is forwarded to the director of IEP, and the director will approve or deny the request. After 
reviewing the most current folder with field trip requests , it was evident that all tri s tie into the curriculum 
and showed justification of pertinence. 

F.12 Is the utilization of community resources sufficient to enrich the program? 
[8JYes 0No 

F.13 Are all faculty assigned to teach in no more than three fields of instruction , with no more than five 
preparations? 
[8JYes 0No 

F.14 Is the size of the facult y appropriate to the total student enrollment? 
[8JYes 0No 

F.15 Does the campus demonstra te the involvement of ESL faculty in professional organizations and 
workshops , enablin g them to meet the special needs of the ESL student? 
[8JYes 0No 

F.16 Do the faculty members ' qualifications meet the minimum requirements outlined in the Accreditation 
Criteria, and are their qualifications academically and expe rientially appropriate to the subject matter 
they teach and the level of the credential awarded? 
D Yes [8JNo 

If No, insert the section number il!_P.arentheses , list the faculty and course , and explain: 
(Section 3-2-104(c)): Not all faculty members have evidence of qualifications to teach in the intensive 
English program. During the visit, there were 36 faculty teaching courses in the IEP program , including 
both Stage I and Stage II. After reviewing faculty folders , it was identified that many faculty members did 
not demonstrate competency in the assigned field, such as academic or vocationa l training and credent ials. 

needs proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 
needs proof for ualification for teaching ESL; 
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eeds proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 
needs official transcripts to confinn qualifications for teaching ESL courses ; 
needs official transcripts and needs proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 
needs official transcripts and has ESL certification for grades 6-12 only; 

official transcripts to confinn qualifications for teaching ESL courses; 
eeds proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 

s proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 
needs proof for qualification for teaching ESL as well as official transcri ts· 
needs proof for qualification for teaching ESL; 
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id not have faculty files provided to the team. 

F.17 Do all instructo rs teach no more than 32 hours per week (except for an overload of one subject allowed 
with additional compensation)? 
IX] Yes 0No 

F.18 What is the current student/teacher ratio? 
The current student/teacher ratio is 10: 1. 

F.19 Is the current student-teacher ratio reasonable for the mode of delivery and course content? 
IX] Yes 0No 

FOR STAND -ALONE ESL PROGRAMS ONLY 

F.20 Does the campus administer a nationa lly recogn ized entrance and exit examination? 
IX] Yes 0No 

If Yes, please provide the name of the examination 
The institution uses the Cambridge Michigan Language Assessment (CaMLA). 

F.21 Does the admissions policy for the ESL program meet ACICS and Department of Education standards by 
requiring that admitted participants be undergraduate students who either: 
(a) have previous knowledge , training and skills in a vocational field? 

OR 
(b) are solely enrolled to obtain ESL competency unrelated to a vocation? 

IX] Yes 0No 

F.22 Does the program lead to a degree or certificate? 
D Yes IX] No D Not Applicable (not a stand-alone program) 

If No, insert the section number in parentheses and explain: 
Section 3-1-521): The IEP does not award a credential as approved by ACICS. The school gives a 
certificate of completion. 

F .23 Is the length of the program: 
At least one year in length (public or non-profit institution of higher education)? 
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OR 
At least six months in length (postseconda,y vocational intuition or a proprietary institution of higher 
education)? 
~Yes 0 No 

COMMENDATIONS : 
The team would like to commend The student s spoke very highly of 
passion as an instructor and■ desire to see them succeed. The team would also like to commend 
- who was incredibly helpful throughout the visit. 
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LEARNING SITE REVIEW 

1. Who has responsibility for the administration of the learning site? Describe the individual's academic 
credentials and professional ex erience . 
Dr. Leon Linton , president , is responsible for the administration of the learning site. As earlier noted, 
holds an Ed.D. degree in organizational leadership from Argosy University, an MBA degree from the 
Keller Graduate School of Management, and a master's degree in radio frequency engineering from the 
Minsk Engineering Institute. He started at the institution in SeQtember 1995. 

Ms. Tatiana Hamilton , director international students, is responsible for the learning site in the absence 
of Dr. Linton. Ms. Hamilton holds a master's degree in engineering from Volgograd State University. 
She joined SOLEX College as the director of international students in January 2003. 

2. What is the distance (i.e. driving or walk ing distance) between the learning site and the campus that has 
administrative oversight of it? 
The Wabash learning site is located approximate ly 28 miles from the main campus. 

3. Describe how appropriate provisions have been made for supervision and monitoring of the learning site 
by the administration of the campus that is administratively responsible for the learning site. 
Dr. Linton supervises and monitors the learning site. Dr. Linton works from the learning site about two 
days a week. On the days he is not working from the learning site, Ms. Hamilton works from the 
earning site. Most of the administrative staff work at the main cam us location but have offices in the 

Jearning site and work from there once or twice weekly. 

4. Describe how students at the learning site are provided with access to student services, identifying if 
services are provided at the learning site or the oversight campus. 
Ms. Roxanne Peplow , director of student success, is responsible for providing student services at the 
learning site. Ms . Peplow is based at the main cam us but, as with other staff members , travels to the 
learning site regularly to meet with students. 

5. List the staff members employed only at the learning site, if applicable. 
• Mr. Freddy Sanchez, assistant IT and multimedia specialist 
• Ms. Carla Hernandez , office clerk, admissions assistant 
• Mr. Mazen Kako, admissions re resentative 
• Ms. Carolis Munoz , receptionist 
• Ms. Yeimy Marquez, admissions representative 
• Ms. Hannah Piper, assistant registrar 
• Mr. Dashun Taylor associate director of admissions 

6. Describe how students are informed, during the recruitment and enrollment process , that they will be 
attending classes at the learning site location. Are full programs offered at the learning site or only 
courses? Please SE_ecify. 
The IEP and PTA programs are fully offered at the learning site. The school lists both locations as well 
as the programs offered at each in all their advertising. Students select which campus they would like 
to attend on their a lication forms. 
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7. Cite evidence that the learning site employs a sufficient number of faculty members for the number of 
courses offered and the size of the student population. 
The learning site has 30 part-time faculty members with a student population of 252 students. 

8. List the instructional equipment available for faculty and student usage at the learning site. 
The learning site has appropriate equipment to train students in the two programs offered. 

9. Describe the physical facility. Does it appear to be adequate and appropriate to support the educational 
programs offered and the current enrollment at the learning site? 

he learning site is located on the 2nd and 5th floors of an 8-story building in downtown Chicago. 
There are 33 classrooms /computer labs at the learning site. The physical therapist assistant lab has 
three rooms with areas for equipment storage, class seating, and practical applications. They have a 
arge student lounge and a faculty lounge , as well as a faculty work room. There are 12 assigned 

offices for the staff members. 

10. Describe how the learning site is referenced in all advertising , including the catalog of the oversight 
campus. 
The learning site is clearly referenced in the school's catalog, website, and Facebook page as the 
Wabash learning site. 
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SIJM:VIARY 

Based on the tcam·s rcvic\v. the follmving areas require an explanatory response 

Number Section Summary Statement 
1 3-1-111 The CEP docs not meet Council requirements (pages 5 and 6). 

2 3-l-303(a) Adequate records are not kept by the institution relative to financial 
administrative operations (page 8). 

The placement rates reported in the CAR could not be verified in some 
programs (page 23 ). 

3 3-l-303(e) The transcript for the intensive English program does not identify the 
credential earned (page 9). 

4 3-1-410 There is no evidence that third party contractors are supervised and maintain 
familiarity with the institution (page 10) 

5 3-1-421, 3-1-701, The SAP policy docs not include all components as required by Appendix D 
and Appendices C (pages 14 and 29). 
and D 

6 3-1-423 The institution docs not encourage or assist students who arc experiencing 
difficulty in progressing satisfactorily in their programs (page 16) 

7 3-1-432, 3-1-701, All charges are not consistent for similarly circumstanced students enrolling 
and Appendix C at the same time and in the same programs (pages 16, 17. and 29) 

8 3-l-434(c) There is no evidence of professional awareness on the part of the financial 
aid administrator (page 19). 

9 3-1-441(c) Follmv-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction arc not conducted at 
speci fie measuring points following placement of the graduates (page 26) 

lO 3-l-513(a) and The course syllabi do not include prerequisite courses or the last date of 
Glossary review· (page 34) 

11 3-l-513(a), 3-1-701, The curriculum is not being followed as published in the catalog (pages 29 
and Appendices C and33). 
&F 

12 3-1-521 The institution docs not confer the credential as approved by AC!CS (pages 
20 and 36) 

13 3-1-542 Official transcripts for qualifying credentials arc not on file for all instmctors 
(pages 24 and 25). 



VER January 1 2016 ACICS INITIAL GRANT OR RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION REPORT Page 41 of 44 

14 3-1-543 and The faculty development plans does not include appropriate in-service 
Glossary activities to enhance faculty expertise (page 25). 

15 3-1-701 and The catalog does not meet Council standards in a number of areas (page 29). 
Appendix C 

16 3-2-104(c) Some faculty members have not documented competency to teach in the 
intensive English program (pages 35 and 36). 



August 26 , 2016 

VIA E-MAIL AND UPS DELIVERY 

Dr. Leon E . Linton 
Chief Executive Officer 
SOLEX College 
350 E. Dundee Road , Suite 200 
Wheeling , IL 60090 

Dear Dr. Linton: 

SOLEX COLLEGE, WHEELING, IL 
WABASH LEARNING SITE, CHICAGO, [L 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation Show-Cause Directive Letter 

ID Code 00024422(MC) 

acics@solex.edu 

ID CODE 00024422(MC) 
ID CODE 00267203(LS) 

The Council reviewed your instit ution at its recent meeting , including the institu tion ' s 
application for renewal of accreditation , the report for the on-site evaluation visit conducted in 
May 2016 , and the institution ' s response to the visit report . As a resu lt of its review , the Council 
found the following based on the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. The Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) does not meet Council requirements (Section 3-1-
111). 

2. The placement rates reported in the Campus Accountability Report (CAR) could not be 
verified in the Information Techno logy Career Program (Section 3-1-303(a) and 3-1-
203). 

3. The transcript for the Intensi ve Eng lish Program (IEP) does not identify the credential 
earned , the curriculum for the IEP program is not being followed as published in the 
catalog , and the institution does not confer the credential for the IEP program as 
approved by ACICS (Sections 3-l-303(e) , 3- l- 513(a) , 3- 1-521, 3- 1-701, and Appendices 
C and F). 

4 . There is no evidence that third-party recruiting agents are properly supervised to ensure 
that they are communicating current and accurate information on beha lf of the institution 
(Sections 3-1-410 and 3-l-412(a)). 
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5 The campus does not encourage or assist students who are experiencing difficulty in 
progressing satisfactorily in their programs (Section 3- l -423) 

6 Inadequate records are being kept relative to administrative operations as evidenced by 
charges that are not consistent for similarly circumstanced students enrolling at the same 
time and in the same programs consistent \Vith statements in the catalog (Section 3-l-
303(a), 3-l-432, 3-l-701 and Appendix C). 

7 There is no evidence of professional knowledge on the part of the financial aid 
administrator (Section 3- l -434( c )). 

8 Follow-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction are not conducted at specific 
measuring points following placement of the graduates (Section 3-1-441 (c)). 

9 Official transcripts for qualifying credentials arc not on file for all instructors (Section 3-
1-542) 

l 0. The faculty development plans do not include appropriate in-service activities to enhance 
faculty expertise (Section 3-1-543 and Glossary) 

11. A number of faculty members, as confirmed by the institution, have not documented 
competency to teach in the Intensive English Program (Section 3-2- l 04( c )) 

12. As detailed in a 2015 Office of the Inspector General (OIG) report, there are serious 
concerns about whether the institution has the administrative capability and knowledge to 
comply \Vith student financial aid regulations (Section 3-1-434). 

Council Action 

Due to the significant nature of the findings discovered during the institution"s on-site evaluation 
visits, concerns raised by third-party adverse information received by the Council, and the 
inability of the institution to provide evidence to resolve these concerns and findings, the Council 
directed the ins ti tut ion to show-cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not 
be denied or othcnvisc conditioned during the December 2016 review cycle. The institution is 
required to review· and follow· the Council hearing procedures as detailed in Section 2-3-500 of 
the Accreditatwn Cnteria and the '·Schedule of Fees'' listing on the ACICS website. The 
institution must provide the appropriate notification and fee within ten days of receipt of this 
notice. 
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In response to the directive, the institution must submit the following information by :\'ovember 
I, 2016 

2 

A revised CEP with evidence that the campus has collected appropriate data to support 
graduate and employer satisfaction. The campus must describe the methodologies used to 
collect data, provide a rationale for using each type of data along \Vith a summary and 
analysis of the data collected: and an explanation of how the data have been used to 
improve the educational processes at the campus. The surveys used to evaluate graduate 
and employer satisfaction must be dated to reflect the evaluation period and must clearly 
identify the responder. The analysis of these surveys should include the number of 
surveys sent and the number returned. This information must be included for each group 
of graduates and employers surveyed. In addition, the campus must provide a description 
explaining how the outcomes addressed in the CEP at both the program and course levels 
evaluate that learning has occurred. The institution must also include a program 
improvement plan for the Information Technology Career program 

A revised 2015 CAR that reclassifies the graduates 
as not placed in field and include back-up 

documentation to substantiate the reclassification. Furthermore, in order to determine 
whether the campus is accurately classifying its students as placed according to the 
ACICS definition of placement, the campus must complete the Placement Verification 
Program spreadsheet for the months of January 2016 June 2016 and submit the 
information to the Council by September 15, 2016 The spreadsheet must include every 
student who was placed during those months. 

3 Evidence that the IEP program is administered as approved by the Council, \vhich 
includes issuing an academic credential for the completion of the program Alternatively, 
the institution may submit non-credit, short-tem1 applications to reflect program levels as 
administered. Documentation must include course syllabi, current course schedule, 
transcripts indicating the graduation date, and a copy of the certificate a\varded for all 
IEP graduates for the period January l, 20 l 6 October 15, 20 l 6. The Council notes, that 
if the IEP program remains as an approved program by the Council (as opposed to a 
series of non-credit, short-term applications), then there may be concerns as to how the 
institution meets the eligibility requirements, pursuant to Section l-2- l 00(a) in the 
Accn.:difation Crih.:ria. In that case, the institution would not enroll '·a majority of its 
students in one or more programs, the content of which is on a postsecondary academic 
level and which leads to a postsecondary academic credential (such as a certificate, 
diploma, or degree) or an occupational objective_·, 
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4 Evidence that the institution systematically and effectively monitors the recruitment 
activities of its third-party agents to ensure that accurate and current information is 
communicated to prospective students The institution must also provide documentation 
to support the monitoring, evaluating, training, and supervising of all activity conducted 
by its referral agents If a referral agent has not received appropriate training, then the 
institution must provide evidence that the campus has formally terminated their services. 
In addition, the institution must provide a list of all active referral agents and the current 
contract the institution has with this agency 

5 Evidence that the institution has developed and implemented a policy to provide 
counseling to its students. Documentation must include, but is not limited to, a formalized 
plan of the counseling process, counseling forms that are signed by both student and a 
representative of the institution, and completed tutoring forms that arc signed by the 
student and the faculty member and that includes the areas covered during tutoring. In 
addition, the campus must provide evidence that students have the ability to avail 
themselves of academic counseling services at a reasonable time and cost. Furthermore, 
the campus must provide a copy of the tutoring contracts for the •'for-pay"' tutors. 

6 Evidence that the individual who was hired to oversee the student financial aid 
processing and records is qualified. Documentation must include a signed job description, 
a resume, an ACICS Data Sheet, and copies of official transcripts for all earned training 
certificates or credentials. In addition, the institution must provide a revised catalog that 
includes a detailed description, application process, and qualification for the tuition and 
fee waiver provided to students. The campus must also provide a list of all students who 
\Vere granted a tuition and fee waiver between January I, 2016 October 15, 20 l 6, along 
\Vith a ledger card and the fee waiver documents signed by the student and administrator 
for each enrollment. In addition, the institution must also provide a list of all students 
from that same time period who were denied the waiver of tuition and/or fees and an 
explanation ofhmvthis denial fit within the policy. 

7 Evidence that there is professional training and experience on the part of the financial aid 
administrator. Documentation must include evidence that Ms. Anahi Huerta attended the 
20 l 7-20 l 8 FAFSA Update Training that \Vas held on June 28, 2016, along with evidence 
of any other trainings completed by this individual prior to October 15, 20 l 6. 

8 Evidence that follow-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction are conducted at 
specific measuring points follmving placement of the graduates The campus must 
provide follow-up studies on all employer and graduate satisfaction for the period 
January 1, 2016 - October 15, 2016. Furthermore, the institution must provide a 
summary and analysis of both the graduate and the employer surveys This summary and 
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analysis may be included within the revised Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) also 
required to be submitted by the campus 

9 Evidence that the institution maintains official transcripts for all current faculty members. 
The institution must provide a class schedule for the current term listing the instructor 
assigned for each course, and for each instructor listed, the institution must provide 
copies of official transcripts for all qualifying credentials and for those credentials listed 
in the catalog. The institution must also provide evidence of the notice of resignation for 

l 0. A current faculty development plan for each instmctor along \Vith documentation that all 
in-service activities listed on the plans to be completed prior to October 15, 2016, have 
been completed. The in-service training should focus on subject matter content, 
curriculum concepts, new theories, and instructional techniques. In-service trainings must 
be available to all faculty members, and the institution needs to ensure that the 
information presented in these trainings is being provided to any faculty who could not 
attend an in-service training. In addition, the campus must provide the annual in-service 
schedule for 20 l 6 and 2017, along with evidence of attendance by the faculty, a copy of 
the in-service training materials, and meeting minutes. 

11. Evidence that the campus has qualified faculty members to teach each course in the 
Intensive English Program (IEP) Documentation must include a class schedule for the 
current term listing each faculty member in the IEP program and an employment letter, 
job description, ACICS Data Sheet, resume, and copies of training certificates and 
official transcripts for each one of the faculty members listed on the schedule. In addition, 
the campus must provide a detailed explanation for hmv it was possible that the campus 
employed such a high percentage of unqualified faculty members in the IEP program 
Cpon completion of this review, the campus then must provide a detailed plan for how it 
will ensure that there will be a qualified faculty member to teach each course and that the 
campus will have a sufficient number of qualified faculty members to teach the courses 
assigned. Finally, the campus must provide evidence that this plan has been 
systematically and effectively implemented and that all individuals responsible for hiring 
faculty understand the plan and have been trained according to the new campus policies 
on hiring faculty members 

12. Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced OIG report have been resolved. The 
institution must provide an explanation of the changes made to the administration of 
financial aid as a result of the findings and provide evidence that these changes have been 
fully implemented at the institution. The institution must also provide all communication 
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to and from the Office of Inspector General and the Department of Ed ucation since the 
OIG report was issued through the date of submission of its response to this letter. 

Please submit eight hard copies of your response and one electronic copy via flash drive by the 
date indicated above . Failure to provide all information requested by the Counci l may result in 
the withdrawal of your institut ion's accreditation. 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan 

Further , in compliance with Section 2-3-230 of the Accreditation Criteria, the institution is 
directed to submit a contingency teach-out plan to the Council office by October 31, 2016, 
which must include: 

a . A listing of students with the student name; program of study; expected graduat ion date ; 
and status of unearned tuition, status of refunds due, and current account balance for each 
student. 

b. A listing of comparable programs offered at other institution s in case teach-out 
agreements or transfer arrangements are needed for students to complete their programs 
elsewhere. 

c . A custodian for all permanent academ ic records in case of closure that includes contact 
information for this individual or entity and the process by which students can obtain 
their records. 

d. A description of the financial resources availab le to ensure that students can complete 
their programs or receive refunds if the institution does cease operations . 

We look forward to receipt of the requeste d informat ion by the dates specified above. Failure to 
file the requested information may result in the suspens ion of the institution's grant of 
accreditation . 

Please contact Ms. Cathy Kouko at~b)(6) l@acics.org or (202) 336-6790 if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
(b)(6) 

Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 



Dr. Leon E. Linton 
August 26, 2016 
Page 7 

c: \tis. Cathy Sheflield, Accreditation and State Liaison, C.S. Department of Education 
( aslrecordsmanager@cd.gov) 

\1r Douglas Parrott L.S Department of Education, Chicago/Denver School 
Participation Team- Region V & VIII (doug1as.parrott@ed.gov) 

\!Ir. Adam E. Campbell, 111inois Board of Higher Education ~ b)(6) l@ibhe org) 
\1s Sandra Wisc, The Commission on Accreditation in Physical I hcrapy Education 

~ b)(6) l@apta.org) 



November 2, 2016 

Dr. Leon E. Linton 
President 
SOLEX College 
350 E . Dundee Road , Suite 200 
Whee ling, IL 60090 
acics @solex .edu 

Dear Dr. Linton : 

" ~/ ·r " I 

Evaluation Team Report-SPECIAL VISIT REPORT 
ID for Campus Visited: 00024422 

Main Campus ID: 00024422 
Staff Contact: Mr. Chad Hartman - Phone : (202) 336-6841 

Application ID : 70454 

VISIT RESPONSE DUE DATE : November 14, 2016 

A copy of the report prepared by the Council ' s evaluation team that recently visited your institution is attached. 
The Counc il invites you to respond to this report in two ways before it takes formal action on your institution's 
application for accreditation . First, please acknowledge that you have received and read the report and 
include any comments about the report or the visit by uploading your acknowledgment and comments in 
the online application and selecting the label "Acknowledgment of Visit Report." Second , please submit 
your response to the findings in the report via your online application under "Citations." The Council offers the 
institution ten days to formally respond to the report ; therefore , your response should be uploaded by the date 
indicated above. 

We look forward to receiving your response . You will be notified in writing of the Council ' s decision 
following its next meeting. 

Visit Response 
Your respon se should pertain to the findings notated in the report or letter. The following information 
provides suggestions for developin g your response. Please include information on any significant changes 
that have taken place at the institution since the site visit. 

Web -Based Submission of Campus Response 
ACICS has implemented a web-based submission process for all visit responses. The response to each 

finding must be uploaded under the applicati on ID number associated with the visit (this is noted on the 

cover page of the team report) . Each finding must include a narrative and supporting documentation (if 

applicable). If supporting documentation covers more than one finding , the campu s is required to duplicate 

the documentation and upload it in each finding. Submission of a cu rrent catalo g need only be uploaded 
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once and only if referenced in the response. If you have any questions, please send your inquiry to Linda 
Lundberg at~b)(6> @acics .org. 

Process: 

Once the campus logs on to the ACICS membership website, go to the "In Process Applications '' heading , 
select the application name and ID. The campus will then click either "C itation Documents " and upload each 
response document as described below. (Please see the attached "Preparing the lnstitut ional Response " for step­
by-step visual instructions on how to upload your response into your institution 's Member Center Account.) 

IMPORTANT: Document Labels 
The institution may name the document any appropriate file name . However, each document 
must be labeled with the corresponding 'Document Type.' 

Example: the document type submitted to satisfy response: 
Finding 1 Narrative task must be labeled Nqrrqtiyg I 

If a camp us needs to submit multiple pieces of inform ation to support one citation response, this informa tion 
should be combined into one document prior to uploading. Note: The capacity size for each upload task is 
100MB, if this combined document exceeds this limit, then the campus may separate the document and upload 
each of these documents separately with different file names, as long they are labeled with the correct 
"Document Type ." 

Response Tasks 
Below is the format for how the listing of "Document Type" will appear once the document is uploaded . Each 
visit type will have a standard amount of visit Response tasks . Upload your response docume nt and label each 
one accordingly. Ignore tasks that exceed your response requirement. 

Narrative 1 
Supporting Document 1 
Narrative 2 
Support ing Document 2 
Narrative 3 
Supporting Document 3 

Responses should be professiona l in appearance. The responses should be paginated and well-organized to 
ensure a complete and sufficient review. 

Sincerely , 

Linda J. Lundberg 
Accreditation Conten t Editor 
Accred itation and Institutional Development 

Attachme nts 
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VER. May 1, 2016 ACICS SPECIAL VISIT REPORT 

1. VISIT CONTEXT - INTRODUCTION 

A. Provide a summary and reason(s) for the visit including assessment of risk, Council 
directive , external factors, etc . 

Page 2 of 17 

The special visit team conducted a two-day unannounced visit. The goal of the visit was 
to determine if the institution was open and conducting classes as usual , making progress 
in the efforts to come into compliance with Accreditation Criteria as summarized below, 
and the institution's position and intent given the U.S . Department of Education (US 
DOE) September 16, 2016, final audit report. 

An evaluation visit for renewal of accreditation for SOLEX College was conducted May 
11-12, 2016. Although the campus was approved to offer 10 certificate and occupational 
associate's degree programs, only 3 programs currently have students enrolled: the 
certificate in Intensive Eng lish Program (IEP), the certificate in medical assisting (MA), 
and the occupat ional associate ' s degree in physical therapist assistant (PTA). The 
Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education (CAPTE) programmatically 
accredits the PTA program , with this accreditation expiring in 2019 . 

On July l , 2016, the institution began offering classes for the certificate in medical 
assistant program. There are 372 students currently enrolled. The administration of the 
campus was off site for an administrative planning meeting when the team arrived on the 
first day of the visit. The team was informed that the reason for this meeting was 
planning for a teach-out of programs per the Counci l Show-Cause Directive letter dated 
September 1, 2016. As soon as the institution's president was notified of the 
unannounced visit, the meeting was adjourned and the administrative team returned to the 
Wheeling campus to meet with the team. 

The team observed upon arrival a fully functioning main campus. Administrative staff 
was working at their desks and day classes were in session. Schedules for the current 
term were posted on notice boards and showed an enrollment of over 100 students for the 
day IEP program. The majority of medical assistant and physical therapy assistant 
students are located at the Wabash learning site. Day IEP students were quickly 
assembled to take the ACICS student survey as requested by the team . 

At the time of visit , based on the reaccreditation visit team ' s review, there were 16 areas 
that required an explanatory response. The Council Show-Cause directive letter, dated 
September 1, 2106, noted 11 remaining citations such as the institution not keeping 
adequate records relative to financial administrative operations and the institution not 
conferring the credential as approved by ACICS. 

On September 30, 2016, the US DOE delivered its final determination concerning the 
Federal Final Audit Report for SOLEX College ' s administration of selected aspects of 
the Title IV programs for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 academic years. The US DOE 
determined that SOLEX College had improperly disbursed Pell funds to students enrolled 
in the intensive English programs or advanced English studies program in the amount of 
$3,836,409.38. This amount is to be repaid by November 15, 2016, or appealed. The 
institution plans to appea l the US DOE decision. 
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At the completion of the IEP, the campus had awarded a certificate of comp letion rather 
than an academic credentia l. The ACICS approva l letter lists this as a "certificate" 
program, without identifying it as a nonacademic credential. The program has no 
vocationa l objectives and the campus provided no placement data for the program. 
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B. Describe the institution ' s organizational and accreditation background (including if there 
are other branches and learning sites). 
SOLEX College programs are designed to educate students for technical or occupational 
careers or to enhance preexisting vocational knowledge. The campus launched operations 
in 1995 and has been continuously accredited by ACICS since 2009. SOLEX College 
presented the team with an Illinois Board of Higher Education certificate of approval to 
operate a private business and vocational school for the time period ofJ une 1, 2015 
through June 30, 2016. The institution has submitted the necessary documentation and 
fees to renew their license but claimed the State of Illinois has a 6-month backlog for 
renewals. The team was provided with all appropriate documentation. The State of 
Illinois published a disclaimer regarding the backlog on their webpage . The main campus 
in Whee ling, Illinois , operates a learning site. 

C. Provide a summary of the team's review and impressions (at the visit conclusion). 
SOLEX College is fully operational with students enro lled in three programs at its main 
campus and learning site and intends to remain as such. The team was able to conduct a 
productive two-day unannounced visit. The director of academic affairs and compliance 
and the institution's president warmly greeted the special visit team and provided all 
requested documentation timely and allowed access to all SOLEX College personnel as 
requested. Both viewed the unannounced visit from their accreditor as an asset as they 
prepare their response to the Show-Cause directive letter dated September 1, 2016. The 
campus president's primary goal, along with delivery of educationa l objectives , is for the 
institution to come into compliance with Accreditation Criteria. It is of note that the visit 
took place on October 12-13, 2016 , and the institution response to the Show-Cause 
directive is not due until October 31, 2016 . Two of the team's three findings are 
repetitive from the Show-Cause letter dated , September 1, 2016 . 

The team noted that ACICS approved the Intensive English Program (IEP) as a certificate 
program. The approval letter does not identify the program as a nonacademic program ; 
however , the program has no vocational objectives and the camp us provided no 
placement data for the program. SOLEX College received a final audit determination 
letter from the US DOE on September 30, 2016 , which found that the ESL programs 
offered were ineligible for Title IV purposes given these programs were nonacademic. 
SOLEX College disputes this finding and affirms that Title IV funds were awarded to 
students who enrolled in the IEP program for the purpose of using their already existing 
knowledge , training , or skills for gainful employment. The intent was for students to 
learn English to be productive in a work environment. 

The institution ' s response to the reaccreditation report explains that the program was 
approved with the classification of certificate as this designation as the only opt ion listed 
on the program application that fit the program objectives . 
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The team was provided with a copy of the original approval for an initial grant of 
accreditation dated December 10, 2009. The program was written to support a 
nonacademic credential that was intended to serve international students that come to the 
United States on a Fl Visa who wish to gain proficiency in English. The institution 
explains that the program was initially approved as a certificate program because the IEP 
did not fit into any other program classification on the new program application. Further , 
the campus explains that they have read all memos to the field and Accreditation Criteria 
and have found nothing that relates to a change that might be appropriate for this 
program. The institution maintains their position that they have always administered the 
program as approved by the Council. 

The institution describes the IEP as a 648-clock hour and 31.5 credit hour program taught 
over 36 weeks. The program is designed to serve those students who are on a university 
track and/or wish to acquire an appropriate mix of academic as well as functional English 
skills that will allow the student to more easily transition into an English-speaking 
society. At each of the program ' s first six levels , applications of interpersonal 
communication provide opportunities for students to build new language skills and 
reinforce the skills learned in prior levels. Upon successful completion of three levels 
within the six-level program, the student is eligible for a certificate. Program electives 
(TOEFL Preparation, American Literature, Business English, American Studies, 
Academic Writing, and Medical English) allow for flexible entry points based on the skill 
level of the student. These courses are offered on a rotating basis and are chosen by the 
student based upon their particular needs and interests. Additionally, SOLEX College 
submitted a non-substantive program modification application that was approved by 
ACICS on June 2, 2015, which allowed students to enter the IEP at one of three different 
levels of proficiency as opposed to two. 

The special team agrees with the reaccreditation visit team and the US DOE that the IEP 
is not an academic program but the special team concludes that SOLEX College is 
administering the program as it was originally approved. Additionally , SOLEX College 
changed the verbiage on their transcript from "certificate of completion " to "certificate " 
in anticipation of responding to the Council's September 1, 2016 letter to comply with 
the Show-Cause directive letter. 

As previously stated, on September 30, 2016, the US DOE delivered its final 
determination concerning the Federal Final Audit Report for SOLEX College ' s 
administration of selected aspects of the Title IV programs for the 2012-2013 and 2013-
2014 academic years. The Department determined that SOLEX College had improperly 
disbursed Pell funds to students enrolled in the IEP or advanced English studies program 
in the amount of $3,836,409.38. This amount is to be repaid by November 15, 2016, or 
appealed. SOLEX College had already retained lawyers and responded to the preliminary 
audit report. Since the on-site program review by US DOE in June 2104, SOLEX College 
made the decision to not award any Title IV funds for students in the IEP program while 
the institution works with the US DOE to resolve the findings of the program review. The 
institution plans to appeal US DOE decision which will litigate "their clean hands" to the 
fullest extent of the law if a settlement cannot be reached. 
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The institution is in the process of developing an institution teach-out plan as directed by 
the Council in the September 1, 2016, letter and will include said plan in its response due 
on October 31, 2016. The institution also plans to appear in person before the Council in 
December 2016 for a Show-Cause hearing. The institution shared they welcome the 
opportunity for discussion of their intent and efforts to come into compliance with 
Accreditation Criteria with the Council. The president of SOLEX College discussed the 
action plan developed to resolve all remaining citat ions listed on Council 's September 1, 
2016, letter with the team during the visit. The team was satisfied that that institution is 
on a corrective trajectory to achieve compliance with Accreditation Criteria in the short 
term. It is the intention of the owner and president of SOLEX College to remain in 
operation; they have no plans to close their doors. 

2. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

A. Assessment of the administrator ' s knowledge and ability to effectively lead the campus. 
1. Who is the on-site administrator? Describe this person ' s academic and/or 

experiential qualifications to lead the campus. 
Dr. Leon Linton, owner and president , is the on-site administrator. He holds an 
EdD degree in organizational leadership from Argosy University, an MBA degree 
from the Keller Graduate School of Management, and a master's degree in radio 
frequency engineering from the Minsk Engineering Institute. He founded the 
institution in September 1995. 

11. Summarize the team 's observations concerning the on-site administrator ' s 
management and oversight of the campus. Is the campus being run effectively to 
ensure quality of education? 
As noted in the introduction to this report, the team noted upon its arrival a fully 
functioning campus. The administrative staff was working at their desks and day 
classes were in session. Schedules for the current term were posted on notice 
boards and showed enrol I ment of over 100 students for the day IEP program. 

The organizational chart notes the details of both the administrative and academic 
departments for SOLEX College. The campus president oversees a finance office, 
admissions office, marketing office, the registrar , and student services office. The 
director of academic affairs and compliance reports to the president and has 
oversight of the academic operations of the college. There is a program director 
for each of the programs that have students enrolled as well as sufficient faculty 
for classes currently offered. 

Dr. Sharon McNeely , director of academic affairs and compliance , was tasked 
with the oversight of the Wheeling campus the first day of the visit. While many 
staff members were not on campus for various reasons , Dr. McNeely was able to 
ensure that all SO LEX College faculty and staff arrived at the campus within two 
hours of the team's arrival. The team was able to meet with and interview 
appropriate faculty and staff to complete the report as tasked by the Council. The 
team was able to ascertain that the campus is being run effectively to ensure 
quality of education. 
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B. Describe the Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) and provide a narrative on the evaluation 
of the six required elements , the specific activities included in the plan, and the evidence 
of implementation that was reviewed. 
The CEP provided to the team at the time of the visit was the same CEP reviewed in 
response the reaccreditation visit team's report from June 20 16. A revised CEP is in 
process as the institution is preparing to respond to the Show-Cause Directive letter dated 
September 1, 2016. During interviews , the campus president discussed changes planned 
for the CEP and the institution's intent that the revised CEP will comply with Council 
standard. As previously noted , the special visit took place on October 12-13, 2016, and 
the institution's response is not due until October 31, 2016. However , the CEP presented 
to the specia l visit team did not include the element of student satisfaction. 

(Section 3-1-111): The CEP does not include the element of student satisfact ion. The 
institution conducts course evaluations at the end of each term so the institution can 
include this required element with ease . The team was able to review course evaluations 
for the past three years during the visit. 

C. Describe the evidence that staff meetings are held and scheduled regularly. 
Staff meetings are held monthly. The team reviewed the meeting minutes from the June 
21, 2016; July 8, 2016; and August 10, 2016 ; meetings. 

3. ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY AND CAPABILITY 

A. List the key administrati ve positions and describe the qualifications of the individuals 
assigned to each position . 
The campus president works in conjunction with an admissions director , financial aid 
director , and a director of academ ic affairs and compliance to ensure the institution is 
being run effectively to ensure quality of education. Additiona lly, there are well-qualified 
program coordinators administering the academic programs. The qualifications of these 
key administrative personnel can be found in the approp riate sections of the report . 

B. Faculty and staff's awareness of responsibi lities and capacity to carry out said 
responsibilities. 

1. Describe the organizational structure. 
The organizational structure includes the president of the college, who is assisted 
by an admissions director , financial aid director , and a director of academic affairs 
and comp liance to ensure the institution is being run effectively to ensure quality 
of education. Additionally , there are well-qua lified program coordinators 
administering the academic programs and faculty to deliver courses . 

11. Describe the documentation reviewed that evidences that all faculty and staff are 
aware of their responsibilities , are appropriate ly trained and evalua ted, and are 
competent to carry out their responsibilities effectivel y. 
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A review of faculty and staff files evidenced signed job descriptions and annual 
perfonnance reviews. While staff files conta ined the necessary documentation to 
evidence that they are aware of their responsibilities, are appropriately trained and 
evaluated, and are competent to carry out their responsibilities effectively , 18 
faculty files were missing necessary documentation as detailed in Section 5 of this 
report. 

C. Are there grievance policies for students and staff? Describe evidence that that the 
campus has been implementing these policies as published. 
The most recent version of the institution's catalog included the grievance policy as 
required by Council. The team was presented with a copy of the SOLEX College 
employee handbook that included the grievance policy for SOLEX College employees. 
Each employee signs a form that they received and read the employee handbook that is 
placed in their personnel file . A review of staff personnel files evidenced this signed 
form. 

4. STUDENT RELATIONS 

A. How many files were reviewed and from which CAR period (i.e. current or most recently 
ended)? Describe the distribution of the files (active , withdrawals , SAP, drops, graduates , 
etc .). Describe any discrepancies in the retention rates. 
The team reviewed a total of 3 5 files, 18 of currently enrolled students and 17 from 
students who were included in the institution's 2015 CAR. Eight of the students from the 
CAR were graduates , four were withdrawals , and the remaining five were classified as 
still enrolled at the end of the reporting period. Six of the 35 files reviewed were of four 
students from the CAR who had been subject to SAP actions and two currently enrolled 
students who are on SAP probation. 

The team 's calculation of the institutional retention rate using the ACICS formula 
confirmed that the rate reported by SOLEX was correct. 

B. Describe evidence that the published admissions criteria are appropriate and being 
followed as written. 
SOLEX has an open admissions policy and requires only that an applicant possess a high 
school diploma or its recognized equiva lent and that the applicant meet any special age 
requirement that his or her chosen program may require. An applicant who will be under 
the age of 18 by the start of classes must have the prior approval of the administration to 
begin his or her studies. 

The eligibility of international students to study in the US and to apply for admiss ion to 
SO LEX ' s academic or English language programs is not included as a part of the 
admissions criteria. Once this eligibi lity has been estab lished, the institution ' s open 
admissions policy app lies equally to international students. 
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In all of the 35 student files reviewed by the team, proof of high school diplomas or 
GEDs or attestation of high school completion were present. In the three files where the 
students had been under the age of 18 at the start of their studies, an administrator had 
signed off on the admissions acceptance. 

C. What are the recruitment policies and procedures? 
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Admissions representatives follow up by phone on leads received from referrals , from 
Internet inquiries, from lead generators located outside the US, and from limited 
advertising that the institution occasiona lly uses. For potential applicants inside the US, 
representatives encourage them to visit the chosen campus of SOLEX for a tour of the 
facilities and for an interview with the admissions representative who provides detailed 
information about the available programs or the program of interest. If the potential 
applicant is interested in applying for financial aid, an initial interview with the financial 
aid officer is also arranged. 

If the person decides to apply for admission , he or she completes an admissions 
application and is informed of what documents must be provided to complete the 
application process and, if applicab le, to apply for financial aid. Once the application 
process is completed , the applicant receives an enrollment agreement to read, reviews it 
with the admissions representative, and has the opportunity to ask any questions he or she 
may have. Once the applicant signs the enrollment agreement , he or she is considered a 
SOLEX student. 

Essentially, the same process is followed for international applicants except for the 
physical tour and the financial aid interview; the process occurs primarily online. 

1. How are recruitment personnel trained, monitored , and evaluated ? 
Before they are allowed to begin any recruitment activities, all new admissions 
representatives are required to complete formal training by the admissions 
director on the recruitment policies , procedures , and ethical codes of conduct that 
the institution has established . Representatives are regularly monitored and 
closely supervised to ensure that they are adhering to the standards of 
performance required by SOLEX. The job performance of admissions 
representatives and of all employees is formally evaluated on an annual basis. 

11. How do the current students match their current experience with the information 
provided to them prior to enrollment? 
As previously noted, the team conducted its visit at the Wheeling main campus 
where nearly all the students were English as a second language (ESL) students 
whose abilities to communicate in English were limited. Consequently , team 
interviews with students were not conducted. However , the results of ACICS 
student surveys, which were available to all SOLEX students and completed by 
31 of them, did not reveal any complaints related to the admissions process. 
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n1. If third party recruiters and lead generators are used, what documentation is used 
to ensure that the campus trains and monitors their activities? 
Although the institution does not use third-party recruiters, it does use lead 
generators located outside of the US, whose role is to stimulate interest in SOLEX 
and encourage individuals to contact the institution for information related to the 
admissions process. The SOLEX president advised the team that he visits each 
lead generator to screen and assess its suitability to work with SOLEX. He 
conducts training based on the written manual developed by the institution for the 
services lead generators are expected to provide. A required training webinar is 
planned from implem entation before the end of the month. 

(Section 3-1-412(a)) : The institution does not monitor the activities of its lead 
generators. The SOLEX president stated that , to determine whether lead 
generators are providing services as contracted, the institution relies on interviews 
with and surveys of international students upon their arrival regarding their 
experiences with the lead generators and the information provided by them. The 
institution does not currently directly monitor or supervise the lead generators . 

It should be noted that the institution is presently working to address this issue as 
part of its response to the ACICS "Show-Cause Directive Letter" dated 
September 1, 2016. The institutional response is due by October 31, 2016. 

D. Summarize any observations from the institution 's last Program Participation Agreement 
(PPA) audit (if applicable). 
The team reviewed the institution 's "Co mpliance Audits of Title IV Funds" prepared by 
the firm of Allan J. Brachman , CPA, LTD for the years ending December 31, 2014, and 
December 31, 2015. As certified by that firm, there were no findings or questioned costs 
for either of those years nor, as noted in the 2014 audit, were there any findings for the 
prior year 2013. 

1. Summarize the review of ledger cards, refunds , and disbursement process to 
evaluate that policies are appropriate and being followed. 
Ledger cards were examined for each of the 35 student files reviewed by the 
team. For each Title IV recipient in that group, the cards clearly reflected the date, 
amount , and funding source (Pell grant or loan) for each financial aid transaction . 
Four of the files and ledger cards reviewed were of students who had withdrawn 
from the institution with one of the four requiring a return of Title IV funds to the 
US DOE. The team ' s review of the refund (R2T4) calculation performed to 
determine the amount of financial aid that needed to be returned found that the 
calculation was accurate and that the R2T4 amount reflected on the ledger card 
was correct. 

E. Summarize the review of students on SAP along with the interview of the SAP 
administrator. What evidence was reviewed to determine that the SAP policies are 
appropriate and being followed? What evidence is there to determine that students are 
notified in a timely manner and are afforded the opportun ity to appeal, and that they 
receive academic assistance? 
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Eighty (80) percent of SOLEX's total enrollment is international students and the 
institution must follow strict attendance regulations under the Student and Exchange 
Visitor Program (SEVP) of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. For that reason, 
it has two types of satisfactory academic progress standards: one based on attendance and 
the other based on academic performance. There are specific standards that all students 
must meet related to attendance and failure of those standards will result in warning, first 
probation, second probation , or administrative withdrawal. The SAP policy based on 
academic performance contains all applicable elements, including opportunities for 
appeal, as required by Appendix D of the Accreditation Criteria and has similar statuses 
for students failing SAP at specific evaluation points. 

Students failing an applicable standard under either policy are sent a written notice by the 
registrar, who uses certified mail with a return receipt requested to do so. The notice 
details the specific nature of the failure and, in cases other than administrative withdrawal 
or academic dismissal , informs the student of the necessary steps to remain enrolled. The 
team 's review of files for six students who had failed SAP found that documentation was 
included for all actions taken by the institution , including timely proofs of mailing for the 
notices. Documentation of academic assistance provided in efforts to help students regain 
satisfactory academic progress was also present in the files. 

The director of academic affairs and compliance , Dr. McNeely, has overall responsibility 
for the administration of SAP policies. Dr. McNeely was present on the first day of the 
visit but, as the only administrator present on the campus when the team arrived, she 
spent the entire day responding to the team 's requests for documents and files. The 
remainder of the key administrators were attending a previously scheduled meeting to 
work on a teach-out plan, as required by ACICS in its Show-Cause directive. Dr. 
McNeely was the administrator designated to remain on campus to ensure appropriate 
oversight of operations. 

Because of a previous commitment to attend a conference in Washington , D.C. the 
following day, Dr. McNeely was not available to be interviewed on the second day of the 
visit. The team did conduct a brief interview with the registrar , who works closely with 
Dr . McNeely in administering and monitoring SAP. 

F. Who is assigned to provide employment advising, and what documentation was reviewed 
to evidence that placement services are being provided ( career fairs, resume and 
interviewing preparation, professional development classes , job posting, etc.)? 
Ms. Suzana Simic is the director of career services and works with a staff of career 
representatives to provide the traditional range of placement services to those students of 
SOLEX who are legally allowed to work in the US (about 19-20 percent of total 
enrollment.) Nearly all of those students attend the Chicago (Wabash) campus , where 
Ms. Simic spends most of her time. There was no opportunity for the team to visit the 
Chicago campus. However , as noted in Section 7, Data Integrity Review , of this report 
there was 100 percent verification of all graduates reported as placed on the placement 
verification form (PVP) submitted to ACICS. 
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5. EDUCATIONAL AND ACADEMIC QUALITY 

A. Who is assigned to provide admin istration of all academic programs? Describe the 
evidence that this individual is academically and/or experientially qualified for the role 
and has sufficient time and resources to carry out their responsibilities. 
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Dr. McNeely is responsible for compl iance and academ ic affairs for the institution. Dr. 
McNeely holds a PhD in educational psycho logy, a master's degree in behavioral 
disabilities - general studies, and a bachelor ' s degree in behavioral disabilities -
rehabilitation, all from the University of Wisconsin. She has 20 years of experience as an 
instructor at various institutions. 

B. Explain whether all programs have appropriate administrative oversight. 
Each program has either an assigned program director or lead instructor. 

is the lead instructor for the medical assisting program. --h as 
a diploma in medical assisting and EKG tech/ph lebotomy from Illinois Medica l Training 
Centers , and a nursing assistant diploma from West Suburban Hospital. 

is the ESL program coordinator. He holds a master ' s degree in TESL 
from Northeastern Illinois University and a bachelor's degree in English from Illinois 
State University. 

s the physical therapy program director. -- has worked as a 
Certified Orthopedic manual therapist and an APTA Crede~i cal Instructor .• 
has nearly 10 years of practical physical therapy experience. 

C. Based on interviews , observations , and documentation , summarize the evidence that 
instructional resources , equipment , and facilities are appropriate and sufficient to meet 
educational objectives. 
In its limited observation of classrooms and labs, the team noted that computers and 
headsets in the several language labs were relatively new and appeared to be working 
properly for students using them and that classrooms were adequate ly furnished and very 
spacious to comfortably accommodate the numbers of students being served. The current 
student/teacher ratio is 10: 1. 

D. Summarize evidence that all faculty members are appropriately qualified (academically 
and experientially) to teach their assigned courses. 
(Section 3-1-303(a): Eighteen faculty files were reviewed during the visit. While all 
faculty reviewed appeared to be either academically or experientially qualified , most 
faculty files were missing required documentation ; specifically, as follows: 

• hired September 12, 2016 does not have a signed job 
descript ion that includes to whom she reports or a professional development plan; 

• hired January 5, 2008 has no job description or an annual 
review ; 

• hired September of 2015 has no professional development plan 
or annual evaluat ion; 
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• -- hired July 2016 has no professional development plan, no 
~master 's degree in linguistics with TESL endorsement ; 

• hired May 2016 has no professional development 
p an, Jo escnpt1on, an the catalog states that she holds a master's degree in 
TESL while the transcript states master ' s degree in linguistics; 
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• - - hired January 20 15 is missing a transcript for a 
~ndar y education/TESL, professional development plan 
has no professional growth activities , and no job description ; 

• - hired August 2016 has no in-service on her profe ssional 
development plan and no j ob description; 

• hired July 2016 has not professional development plan, no 
job description, or transcript for a master ' s degree in TESL; 

• hired October 2015 has a foreign transcript evaluation for a 
bachelor 's degree in linguistics, but does not have an official transcript, a job 
description, or performance evaluation; 

• - hired Decemb er has not specific professional growth 
~s sional development plan, no performance evaluation , and 
no job description ; 

• ~ hired September 13, 20 16 has no transcript for a 
~ESL , professional development plan, or job description ; 

• --h as no in-service activities on her professional development 
plan and no annual performance evaluation; 

• ---- - hired October 2014, had no in-service activities on her 
~m ent plan and no annual performanc e evaluation ; 

• - - has no professional development plan and no annual 
~on ; 

• has no annual performance evaluation, or 
professiona l development plan. The master 's degree in linguistics has a transcript 
evaluation but does not include an official transcript ; 

• has not professional development plan or annual 
performance evaluation ; 

• - no faculty development plan, no performance evaluation , and 
~a ster' s degree in in TESL; 

• -- no profe ssional development plan nor any performance 
evaluation ; 

• -- faculty development plan has no professional growth activities an 
~e evaluation ; and 

• - no professional development plan. 

A binder was provided that includes multiple in-service activities and sign-in sheets for 
the year, but these are not currently listed on the instructors ' development plans. 
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E. Describe evidence that the institution has adopted appropriate academic policies and the 
faculty are aware of the policies (academic freedom and academic governance). 
In its review of the files of 18 currently teaching instructors , the team found signed 
acknowledgements that faculty had received copies of the institution ' s academic 
freedom, grievance , and academic governance policies. 

F. What evidence is there that faculty meetings are documented and regularly scheduled , 
and that faculty has an active role in the development of curriculum and academic 
policies? 
The team was able to review the agendas and minutes of approximately 15 recently held 
faculty meetings as well as the attendance sheets listing the faculty who were present. 

G. Who is assigned to provide oversight of the library resources and what are this person ' s 
qua lifications? In addition , provide evidence that there is sufficient access to and 
resources in the library to support the academic programs offered at the institution . 
At the Wheeling main campus , where the team was on site , there is a library which has a 
fairly extensive physical collection that includes reference materials and books for all 
academic and ESL programs offered at the institution. An inventory of the complete 
collection was provided by the director of academic affairs and compliance. The library is 
serviced by the director of ESL programs and by lead instructors , each of whom has been 
trained to provide assistance to students who may need it in finding materials or who may 
want to check out books. The institution does not have an online library. 

6. PUBLICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 

A. Provide evidence that the catalog contains all items as required by Appendix C. 
(Section 3-1-701 and Appendix C): The team reviewed the SOLEX College 
Comprehensive 2016-2017 Catalog updated October 7, 2016. The catalog does not 
contain a detailed description , application process and qualification for the tuition and fee 
waiver provided to students as requested in the Show-Cause Directive Letter dated 
September 1, 2016 . The institution lists all faculty in an addendum. The addendum lists 
the qualifying credential of faculty but does not include the awarding institution. All 
other requirements of Appendix C were evident. It is of note that the visit took place on 
October 12-13 , 2016 , and the institution's response is not due until October 31, 2016. 

B. Provide evidence that all advertising and promotional materials are appropriate and 
accurately depict the services and operations of the institution. 
Two print publications were provided for two programs; in addition , the campus website 
was reviewed. 

C. Describe the channels used by the institution for recruitment and promotional purposes. 
Are these sources used appropriately ? 
The institution utilizes approximately 30 international lead-generation agents. 
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A handbook has been developed that outlines the expectations for the agents and includes 
training materials. There is not current oversight of the agents, but interviews with Dr . 
Linton indicate that this is being prepared as part of the response that is due to ACICS on 
October 31, 2016. 

D. What information is publicly disclosed as required by ACICS and the U.S. Department of 
Education? Where is the information disclosed and is it accurate? 
The institutional website posts the CAR retention , placement , and licensure rates at the 
institutional and program levels . 

7. DATA INTEGRITY REVIEW 

A. Summarize the campus- and program-level retention , placement , and licensure pass rates 
(where applicable) as submitted on the most recent Campus Accountability Report. 
The 2015 CAR indicates a campus level retention rate of 88 percent and placement rate 
of 74 percent. All program level retention rates are above 70 percent with the exception 
of the basic nursing assistant certificate, which is 69 percent and did not have current 
enrollment during the time of the visit. All program placement rates are reported above 
70 percent with the exception of the medical assistant certificate program , which is 63 
percent. Only the basic nursing assistant certificate reports licensure pass rate, which was 
9lpercent. 

1. Are the student achievement outcomes reliably provided to the public? 
As previousl y stated, the CAR data is provided on the institutional website. 

B. Summarize the results of placement verification to include the number of graduates 
reported as placed in each program, the number of calls attempted , the number of 
successful attempts , and the number that confirmed placement (as well as the verification 
for those graduates classified as not available for placement). 
The campus was required to submit PVP data for January I-June 30, 2016. This data was 
used for verification as it is much more current that the 2015 CAR data. The PVP shows 
a total of seven placements and all were placed based on title or skills. Six of the seven 
were confirmed by e-mai l from the students. One call was placed for the remaining 
placement. The student number was out of service , but the employer verified that the 
graduate was placed by title as reported on the PVP. 
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Based on the team's review, the following areas require an explanatory response: 

.'\umber Section Summarv Statement 

I 3-1-111 
The Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) does not 
meet Council requirements (page 6) 

2 3-l-303(a) 
Most faculty files rcvie\vcd arc missing required 
documentation (pages 11 and 12). 
There is no evidence that third party contractors are 

3 3-1-412(a) supervised and maintain familiarity \Vith the 
campus (page 9). 

4 
3-1-701 and The most recent published SOLEX College catalog 
Annendix C does not meet Council requirements (page 13). 
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Dear Dr. Linton: 

SOLEX COLLEGE, WHEELING, ILLJNOIS 
WABASH LEARNJNG SITE, CHICAGO, ILLJNOIS 

ID CODE 00024422(MC) 
ID CODE 00267203(LS) 

The Council considered the institution ' s application for a renewal of accreditation , the visit 
report s, responses , and subsequent testimony provided at the hearing held on December 7, 2016. 
The institution ' s application for renewal of accreditation was reviewed by the Council in August 
2016 with 16 findings , 12 of which were not satisfactorily addressed and the contents of which 
cast serious doubt on the overall capacity of the institution , resulting in a show-cause directive 
action. The Council also reviewed the institution ' s most recently submitted 2016 Campus 
Accountabilit y Report and information received from the U.S . Department of Education , as part 
of its consideration of the show-ca use directive. As a result of its review , the Council found the 
following concerns remain based on the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. The inaccuracies reported in the 2015 and 2016 Campus Accountabi lity Reports (CAR) 
call into question the integrity of the data reported to ACICS (Section 3-1-203). In 
response to the original finding , the campus submitted a revised 2015 CAR with back-up 
documentation to reclassify those graduates as "not placed. " However , the 20 16 report 
had a number of inaccuracies and errors which resulted in the reporting of a -3 percent 
placement rate, due in part to the institut ion ' s failure to follow the CAR guidelines as was 
shared by the institution during its testimony at the hearing. Furthe r, the institut ion has 
failed to submit monthly placement information to the ACICS Placement Verification 
Program (PVP) program as directed by ACICS for the months of July, August , 
September , and November ( only data for the month of October was submitted). 

2. Inadequate records are being kept to evidence faculty qualifications and professiona l 
development (Sections 3-1-303(a) , 3-1-543 , & 3-1-543) . Official transcripts for 
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qualifying credentials were not on file for all instructors and the faculty development 
plans did not include appropriate in-service activities to enhance faculty expertise In 
response to the finding, the campus submitted copies of transcripts, faculty development 
plans, and some documentation of professional development. However, this did not meet 
Council standards because the hundreds of pages of documentation were disorganized, 
\Vith several documents unsigned, and some documentation still missing or not current 

3 There is no evidence that all faculty members arc qualified to teach in the Intensive 
English program (Section 3-2- I 04( c )). In response to the finding, the institution 
submitted a narrative identifying a new process that has been implemented to ensure 
proper record keeping of faculty files However, as previously noted, the documents 
submitted \Vere disorganized, some documents were missing, and others \Vere unreadable 
due to poor print quality 

4 Serious concerns remain about whether the institution has the administrative capability 
and knmvledgc to comply \Vith student financial aid regulations due to findings outlined 
in the 2015 Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Report (Section 3-l-434) In response 
to the finding, the institution submitted a narrative of the timeline of events leading up to 
the OIG report and their intent to submit an appeal to the findings in the report. However 
this did not meet Council standards as the matter has not been resolved Further, there is 
no evidence of the institution"s appeal 

5 In its Final Audit Report for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 award years, dated September 
30, 2016, the Chicago/Denver School Participation Division (SPD) of the US 
Department of Education, Office of Federal Student Aid, found that the institution is 
liable for $3,750,877 18 for awards paid for the 20 l 0-20 l l award year to the present, 
after serious concerns \Vith the IEP and AES programs arose from the initial audit period 
(funds disbursed to 732 ineligible students in these two programs). 

Additionally, in a letter to the institution dated October 21, 2016, the SPD also 
determined that the institution had failed to meet the standards of financial responsibility, 
\Vith a composite score of l 4 (out of 3 0) as stipulated in 34 CF R ~668 l 72, Financial 
Ratios. Hence, the institution, under the Zone Alternative, was directed to either use the 
I [eightened Cash Monitoring (I [C\.1) method of payment or, al temati vely, the institution 
was to provide an irrevocable letter of credit no later than January 9, 2018, in order to 
continue to maintain its eligibility to participate in Title IV programs as a financially 
responsible institution. As a result, the Council has concerns as to \vhcthcr the institution 
can maintain financial viability to remain operational 
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Council Action 

Due to the continued concerns and the significant number of findings, as \Vell as the lack of clear 
evidence provided to resolve these concerns and findings, the Council directs the institution to 
continue to show-cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not be denied or 
othenvise conditioned during the April 20 l 7 revie\v cycle. The institution must provide the 
appropriate notification and fee for an in-writing hearing within ten days of receipt of this 
notice. Failure to do so will be considered a deviation from the directives of ACICS and result in a 
withdrawal by suspension action in accordance with Section 2-3-402 of the Accred11a11011 Cntena. 

In response to the directive, the institution must submit the following information by 
March 1, 2017 

A revised 2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR) that includes all back-up 
documentation to support the reported placement rates, including evidence that the 
appropriate fee has been paid and a final CAR summary received. Furthermore, as 
required by ACICS, the campus must submit the Placement Verification Program (PVP) 
spreadsheet for the months of January 2016 June 20 l 6 and for all subsequent months 
through Febmary 20 l 7. The spreadsheet must include every student who \Vas placed 
during those months. For those months with no placements, such an indication must be 
submitted. 

2 Evidence that the institution maintains appropriate documentation of the qualifications 
and professional development of its faculty. The institution must provide this 
documentation in the following format one electronic folder that holds an institutional 
catalog and a current teaching schedule, along \Vith individual electronic folders for each 
faculty member. Within each faculty folder, there must be an audit checklist of all items 
contained; a copy of signed ACICS data sheet; a signed position description, copies of 
official transcripts that qualify the faculty member or for credentials that are listed in the 
catalog; relevant certifications or licensure; a current faculty development plan for the 
instructor along with documentation of all professional development and in-sen·ice 
activities listed on the plans completed prior to February 15, 2017. 

3 Evidence that the campus has qualified faculty members to teach each course in the 
Intensive English Program (IEP) Documentation must be included in the files noted 
above, specifically labeling those teaching in the IEP program. 

4 Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced O!G report have been resolved The 
institution must provide a detailed explanation of the changes made to the administration 
of financial aid as a result of the findings and provide evidence that these changes have 
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been fully implemented at the institution. The institution must provide copies of all 
communication to and from the Chicago/Denver School Participation Division (SPD) of 
the US. Department of Education , Office of Federal Student Aid, on a continuing basis 
within 10 days of submissio n or receipt , since the OIG report was issued through the date 
of submission of its response to this letter. Lastly , the institution must submit a quarterly 
financial report for October -December 2016 . 

5. Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced SPD audit report concerning i.ts Title 
IV liability have been resolved . The inst itution must provide copies of all communication 
to and from the SPD and the Department of Education on a continuing basis within 10 
days of submission or receipt , since the SPD report was issued through the date of 
submission of its respon se to this letter. 

The institution must submit all components of its response via upload to the show-cause online 
application by the date indicated above. Failure to provide all information requested by the 
Council may result in the withdrawal of your institution ' s accreditation. 

Please contact Ms. Karly Zeigler atj(._b_)(6_) _ _,@acics .org or (202) 336-6846 if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
1~)(6) 

Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield , Accreditation and State Liaison , U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager @ed.gov) 

Mr. Douglas Parrott , U.S. Department of Education , Chicago/Denver School 
Participation Team- Region V & VIII (douglas .parrott@ed .gov) 

Mr. Adam E. Campbell , Illinois Board of Higher Education ~b)(6) l@ibhe .org) 
Ms. Sandra Wise , The Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education 

(kb)(6) @apta.org) 



April 27, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND UPS DELIVERY 

Dr. Leon E . Linton 
Chief Executive Officer 
SOLEX College 
350 E. Dundee Road , Suite 200 
Wheeling , 1L 60090 

ID CODE 00024422(MC) 

acics @solex.edu 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation - Contin ue Show-Cause Directive 

Dear Dr. Linton: 

SOLEX COLLEGE , WHEELING, ILLINOIS 
WABASH LEARNING SITE , CHICAGO , ILLINOIS 

ID CODE 00024422(MC) 
ID CODE 00267203(LS) 

At its April 2017 meeting , the Counci l considered the institution ' s response to the continued 
show-cause directive issued in its letter dated December 30, 2016. As detailed in the 
correspondence, the show-cause directive was continued as a result of outstanding concerns that 
were not satisfactorily resolved by the institution's response to the show-cause directive action 
taken at the Council's August 2016 meeting. 

At its August 2016 meeting , the Council reviewed the institution ' s application for renewal of 
accreditation. The team ' s visit report identified 16 findings , 12 of which were not satisfactori ly 
addressed by the institution ' s response and the contents of which cast serious doubt on the 
overall administrative and operational capability of the institution. The Council , at that time , 
directed the institution to show-cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not 
be denied. 

At its December 2016 meeting , the Council considered the institution ' s response , in addition to 
the testimony provided at the hearing held on December 7, 2016 , as well as information from the 
U.S. Department of Education in a letter dated September 30 , 20 16, and the student achievement 
outcomes reported on the institution ' s 2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR). 

As a result of its most recent review at the April 2017 meeting , the Council found the following 
based on the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. There is no evidence that the institution enrolls the majority of its students in programs 
which lead to a postsecondary academic credential or occupational objective (Section 1-
2-l00(a)). 
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The institution· s mid-year 2017 CAR and narrative response indicate that the Physical 
Therapy Assistant program has one remaining student and the Medical Assistant program 
has 31 students who will complete or graduate before June 2017, with no new enrollees 
in either program The Intensive English Program (IEP), \vhich docs not lead to a 
postsecondary academic credential or occupational objective, has over t\vo hundred 
students. 

2 Inadequate records arc being kept to evidence faculty qualifications (Sections 3-l-303(a), 
3-1-541, and 3-1-542). Official transcripts for qualifying credentials \Vere not on file for 
five of the twenty-five instructors currently on the teaching schedule and one foreign 
transcript was not evaluated for CS equivalency The campus submitted 30 faculty files, 
ohvhich 25 were for instructors listed on the teaching schedule The files included copies 
of transcripts, the faculty checklists. data sheets, position descriptions. evaluations. and 
faculty development plans. However, of the twenty-five files, five contained transcripts 
that were issued to the student, and therefore not oflicial, and the foreign transcript for 
one instructor had not been evaluated for cquivalcncy 

3 Finalized documentation of settlement with the United States Department of Education 
(DOE) was not available in response to the Council's concerns regarding the institution's 
financial sustainability In its Final Audit Report for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 award 
years. dated September 30. 2016, the Chicago/Denver School Participation Division 
(SPD) of the U S Department of Education, Office of Federal Student Aid, found that the 
institution was liable for $3,750,877 18 for awards paid for the 2010-2011 award year to 
the present, after serious concerns with the IEP and AES programs arose from the initial 
audit period. The campus submitted a settlement proposal and e-mail of acceptance from 
the DOE regarding the request to settle. However, no oflicial documentation of agreed 
upon tenns of the settlement were presented 

Council Action 

Due to the ongoing concerns and lack of suflicient documentation to evidence compliance, the 
Council directs the institution to continue to show-cause why its application for rcnc\val of 
accreditation should not be denied or otherwise conditioned during the August 2017 review 
cycle. Accordingly, the institution's grant of accreditation, which was originally set to expire on 
December 31, 2016, and was extended through the April 2017 meeting, is now extended through 
September 5, 2017. 

The institution must provide the appropriate notification and fee for an in-writing hearing within 
ten days of receipt of this notice. Failure to do so may result in a withdrawal by suspension action 
in accordance \Vith Section 2-3-402 of the Accreditation Criteria 



Dr. Leon E. Linton 
April 27, 2017 
Page3 

ln response to the direct ive, the institution must subm it the following infor mation by 
July 7, 2017 : 

1. Evidence that the institution enrolls a majority of its stude nts in programs which lead to a 
postsecondary academic credential or occupationa l objective . Documentation must 
include the submissio n of an unofficial 2017 CAR, for the period of July 1, 20 16, through 
June 30, 2017 , along with the back-up documentation to support any retention waivers 
and new student enrollments for the April 1, 2017 , - June 30, 2017 , cohorts . The 
institution must also provide detailed enrollment plans and projections for all active 
programs for the period of June 20 17 -December 2017. 

2. Evidence that the institution maintains appropriate documentation of the qualifications of 
its faculty . The institution must provide this documentation in the following format: one 
electronic folder that holds an institut ional catalog and a current teaching sched ule along 
with individual electronic folders for each of the followin facult members: 

With in each faculty folder , there must be: an audit 
checklist of all items contained ; a signed ACICS data sheet; a signed position description; 
copies of official transcripts and evaluations of transcripts for fore ign credentials (­

that qualify the faculty membe r and for credentials that are listed in the 
catalog; and relevant certifications or licensure . 

3. Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced SPD audit report concerning the 
institut ion ' s Title IV liability have been officia lly resolved and a fina l sett lement reached . 
The institution must provide copies of all communicat ion to and from the SPD and the 
Departme nt of Education , to include the finalized settlement. 

The institut ion must subm it all components of its response via upload to the citation docume nts 
section of the preexist ing online show-cause application by the date indicated above . 

Please contact Ms. Karly Zeigler at kzeigler@acics .org or (202) 336-6846 if you have any 
quest ions. 

Sincerely, 
1~)(6) 

Roger J. Willi ams 
Interim President 
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c \1s. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U S Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gO\·) 

\fr Douglas Parrott, C.S Department of Education, Chicago/Dem-er School 
Participation Team - Regions V & Vlll (douglas parrott@cd.gov) 

Dr. Daniel Cullen, Illinois Board of Higher Education (cullcn@ibhe.org) 
\.1r Louis Farrell, Department of Homeland Security (lou1s.farrell@dhs.gov) 
\1s. Sandra Wisc, The Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education 

( sandra\vi sc@apta.org) 



August 9, 2017 

VIA E-MAJL AND CERTIFIED MAJL 

Dr. Leon E. Linton 
Chief Executive Officer 
SOLEX College 
350 E. Dundee Road, Suite 200 
Wheeling , IL 60090 

SOLEX COLLEGE, WHEELING , ILLINOIS 
WABASH LEARNING SITE, CIDCAGO, ILLINOIS 

Subject: Denial of Application for the Renewal of Accreditation 

Dear Dr. Linton: 

ID Code 00024422(MC) 

llinton@solex.edu 

ID CODE 00024422(MC) 
ID CODE 00267203(LS) 

At its August 2017 meeting, the Council considered your institution ' s application for renewal of 
accreditat ion, including the continued show-cause directive, and the institution's response to the 
areas of non-compliance identified in the Counc il's letter dated April 27, 2017. 

At its August 2016 meeting, the Council reviewed the institution 's application for renewal of 
accreditation. The team 's vis it report identified 16 findings , 12 of which were not satisfactorily 
addressed by the institution ' s response and the contents of which cast serious doubt on the 
overall administrative and operationa l capability of the institution . The Council , at that time , 
directed the institution to show cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not 
be denied. 

At its December 2016 meeting , the Council continued the show-cause directive , having 
considered the institution ' s response , the testimony provided at the hearing held on December 7, 
2016, information from the U.S. Department of Educat ion in a letter dated September 30, 2016, 
and the student achievement outcomes reported on the institution's 2016 Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR). 

At its April 2017 meeting , the Council was particularl y concerned that the institution was not 
enrolling a majority of its students in programs which led to a postsecondary academic credential 
or occupational objective , a critical component of its eligibility for ACICS accreditation . Based 
on the information provided in its mid-year 2017 CAR, the Physica l Therapy Assistant program 
had one (1) remaining student; the Medical Assistant program had thirty-one (31) students set to 
graduate or complete before June 2017 ; and the Intensive Eng lish Program had over two hundred 
(200) students . The institution was provided with another opportunity to demonstrate its 
eligibility for accreditation in the Counci l ' s April 27, 2017, continued show-cause letter. 
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As a result of its review, the Council found the following based on the Accn:Jitafion Criferia 

• The institution no longer meets ACICS minimum eligibility requirements (Section l -2-
100(a)(d)) The Council found that the institution docs not primarily offer "programs 
designed to educate students for professional, technical, or occupational careers " In its 
response, the institution indicated that the final student in the physical therapy assistant 
cohort had graduated, all students in the medical assistant program will soon complete or 
graduate, and enrollment in either program will not be rcinitiatcd until the show-cause 
directive is cleared. Ho\vcvcr, the Intensive English Program (IEP) will continue to be 
offered. With students enrolled only in the IEP program, the institution does not enroll "a 
majority of its students in one or more programs, the content or which is on a 
postsecondary academic level and \Vhich leads to a postsecondary academic credential or 
an occupational objective" as stipulated by the Accredifafion Criteria. 

Council Action 

Because no evidence has been provided that there is enrollment in any career -related program, 
the campus is not eligible for accreditation by ACICS. Therefore, the Council acted to deny the 
institution's application for a renewal of accreditation. 

The institution has the right to appeal this decision to the Review Board or Appeals. The Council 
must be notified within ten (10) business days or receipt of this notice if the institution desires to 
appeal this decision to the Rcvic\v Board. The appeal notification must include payment of 
$I0.000 00 The Council's decision is final if the appeal notice and appropriate fee arc not 
provided within ten business days of your receipt or this notice. If the ins ti tut ion elects to appeal 
this action to the Review Board and remits the appropriate fee by the established deadline, then 
more detailed appeal procedures and information \Vill be fonvardcd to the institution. 

If the institution elects not to appeal this action, the institution must submit any comments 
regarding this decision to the Council office within two weeks of the date of this letter. Should 
the institution choose to submit any comments, these comments will be included in the summary 
dctai Ii ng the reasons for the Council's dcci sion that will be made available to the LS Secretary 
of Education, the appropriate State licensing or authorizing agency, and the public through 
www. ac1 cs. org. 

Current Grant Expired December 31, 2016 

The institution is advised that its grant of accreditation expired on December 31, 2016. Though, 
should the institution elect to appeal the decision and remit the appropriate fee by the established 
deadline, the grant of accreditation \Vill be extended through September 5, 2017. 
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Institutional Teach-Out Plan 

Finally , if the institution exercises its appeal rights, in compliance with Section 2-2-303 of the 
Accreditation Criteria, the institution is directed to provide the Council with an Institutional 
Teach-Out Plan , utilizing the online Institutiona l Teach-Out Plan application in the ACICS 
Membe r Center. This Institutional Teach-Out Plan must be completed as part of the institution's 
intent to appeal the denial of accreditation action. 

The Council expects that the institution will take the appropriate steps to assist its students 
through any transition to successfully complete their programs in an orderly manner . The 
institution is advised that Section 2-3-900 of the ACICS Accreditation Criteria stipulates that the 
Council may bar any person or entity from being an owner or senior manager of an ACICS­
accredited institution if that person or entity was an owner or manager of an institution that loses 
its accreditation as a result of a denial or suspension action or that closes without provid ing a 
teach-out or refunds to students matriculated at that time of closure. 

Please contact Ms. Cathy Kouko at l(b)(6) ®acics.org or (202) 336-6790 if you have any 
questions . 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison , U.S. Department of Ed ucation 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 

Mr. Douglas Parrott , U.S. Department of Education , Chicago/Denver School 
Participation Team - Regio ns V & VIII (douglas.parrott@ed .gov) 

Dr. Daniel Cullen, Illinois Board of Higher Education ( cullen@ibhe.org) 
Ms. Rachel E. Canty, Department of Homeland Security (Rachel.E.Canty@ice.dhs.gov) 
Ms. Sandra Wise, The Commission on Accreditation in Physica l Therapy Educat ion 

(sandraw ise@apta .org) 
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AT-RISK INSTITUTIONS' GROUP (ARIG) EXTERNAL INFORMATION REVIEW 
DECEMBER 2017 

Open External Inform ation Review: 5 cases 
External Information Under Additional Review: 1 case 

Open External Information Review: 

1. Career Education Corporation - NY & FL Offices of Attorneys 
General/ USDOE 

Summary of Issues: 
While submitting documents for a subpoe na issue d by the New York Attorney 
General's office, Career Education Corporation (CEC) reported findings of improper 
placemen t prac t ices at some of its campuses. They launched an internal 
investigation to try and discover how the practices affected their repor ted 
plac ement rates. Meanwhile, state investigations were also initiated in Florida and 
Illinois. All of the State Attorney General activity is based on ver ification that the 
schools have not violated var ious consumer protection laws in the state. The states 
have subpoenaed docum ents relating to marketing, advertising, recruitment, 
placemen t and stu den t outcomes. 

The sta te initiated investigations led to an inquiry from th e Chicago/ Denver School 
Participation Team of the USDOE, reques ting copies of all subpoenaed docume nts 
and all adverse information responses. 

ACICS was notified that ACCSC opened adverse against their CEC schoo ls and asked 
for a response to the issues . Subsequently, ten campuses of CEC were show-caused 
by ACCSC, citing the integrity of their placement practices and employm ent data. 

December 2016 Status: 
1. A summary of CE C's mee ting with the representatives of the Multi-State AGs 

along with any communication from, and to, the AGs concerning the civil 
investigative demand of whether CEC and its schools have complied with certain 
state consumer protec tion laws. 

2. Evidence that each CEC institution has applied for recertification with th e 
USDOE SFA given their current provis ional status. Further, given that the 
approval is currently provisional, a summary of the current teach-out schedule 
for the institutions must be provided along with a narrative on th e contingency 
plan if the US DOE does not approve the recer tification by December 31, 2016. 



3. Additional information on the Federal Trade Commission's investi gation into the 
insti tution s' advertising, marke ting or sales. This should include any requests 
from the FTC and the inst itu tions' response. 

In its response to the request, the institu tion provided the following: 

1. The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation: 
A copy of the except in its 10Q, for the quarter ending September 30th concerning 
the civil invest igat ive dem ands and sub poen as of these 18 Attorne y Generals 
with Connecticut ser ving as the lead in thi s invest igation . The summary was very 
general and th e same as was previously submitt ed to ACICS. However, a draft 
copy of a confidential settlement wit h the AGs, date d September 16, 2016, was 
also shared with ACICS to demons t rate th e company's intent to resolve th e 
matter in an expeditious manner. 

2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE): 
Evidence th e campuses application for recerti fication with th e USDOE SFA was 
submitted by the deadline along with affirmation ( as outlined in the SF A 
Handbook) that the campuses will remain eligible for Title IV while the USDE 
completes its review of these applications. Hence it is not concerned about losing 
eligibility to part icipate. Howev er, its contingency plan would include the 
consideration of self-funding, waivi ng tuition for re mainin g Title IV students, or 
appealing the Department 's decis ion. According to the must current Teach-Out 
schedule provided (11.29.16), the last campuses would complete the teach-out 
in April 2018 and are Sanford -Brown College Seatt le and Sanford-Brown College 
Tampa. ARIG confirmed th e company's smooth an d organi zed closur e of a 
number of campuses to date and not es the good faith effort to ens ure the best for 
students. Enrollmen t ceased in August 2015 upon anno un cement of the teac h­
out plan. 

3. Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC): 
Since its original reque st in 2015, the FTC has not pro vided or contacted the 
corporation concerning its civil investigative demand. According to th e 
insti tutional representatives, on a conference call an d in its response , the only 
inter act ion with the FTC has been throu gh legal counsel on the scope and timing 
of the request. A copy of the CID was provided to ACICS along with the publi c 
disclosure of this invest igat ion in the company's 10Q. 

April 2017 Status: 
1. The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation: 

CEC provided its most recent public update on this invest igation by submi tt ing a 
portion of the Securities and Exchange Commission's "Form 10-K" for th e year 
ending in Decembe r 31, 2016, that was filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commiss ion on Febru ary 23, 2017. There was no subs tant ial updated 
informa tion included 

2 



2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE): 
CEC's ten main campuses accredited by ACICS applied for approval of continued 
participation in Title IV programs (recertification) before the September 30, 
2016, deadline. Since that time, two main campuses have completed teach-out s, 
leavin g eight remaining campuses. CEC will not seek other accreditation for their 
ACICS-accredited campuses, as the teach out of these campus is expected to be 
completed prior to th e June 12, 2018 expiration of the provisional participation 
agreements issued by the USDOE to ACICS-accredited institutions. 

3. Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC): 
CEC reported that there have been no meetings or discussions with the FTC 
since their last update provided to ACICS in December 2016. The only contact 
has been by CEC's outside counsel whose conversations have been limited to th e 
scope, timing and order of providing the information requested. 

Au2ust 2017 Status: 
The institution provided updates regarding the following on-going adverse 
information; however, there have been no substantial updates: 

1. The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation: 
CEC provided its most recent public update on this investi gation by submitting a 
portion of the Securities and Exchange Commission's "Form l0Q" for the quar ter 
end ing on March 31, 2017, that was filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission on May 3, 2017. There was no substant ial updated information 
included 

2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE): 
CEC's ten main campuses accredited by ACICS applied for approval of continued 
participation in Title IV programs (recertification) before th e September 30, 
2016, deadline. Since that time, four main campuses have completed teach-outs, 
leaving six remaining campuses. CEC will not seek other accreditation for their 
ACICS-accredited campuses, as the teach out of these campus is expected to be 
completed prior to the June 12, 2018 expiration of the provisional participation 
agreements issued by the USDOE to ACICS-accredited institutions. 

3. Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC): 
CEC reported that there have been no meetings or discussions with the FTC 
since their last subs tant ial update provided to ACICS in December 2016. 

December 2017 Status: 
CEC provided a report regarding the following on-going adverse information; 
however, there have been no substantial updates. It is noted that the corporation has 
successful closed all its Le Cordon Bleu campuses and is finishing up the teach-out of 
the Sanford Brown brand. 

1. The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation: 
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CEC provided its most recent public update on this investigation by submitting a 
portion of the Securities and Exchange Commission's "Form 10Q" for the quarter 
ending on September 30, 2017, that was filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission on November 2, 2017. There was no substan tial information, apart 
from what has been previou sly provided, included in its report. 

2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE): 
Only one main campus remains to complete its teach-out, which is anticipated to 
be concluded no later than June 12, 2018. All other ACICS-accredited institutions 
owned by CEC have closed. 

3. Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC): 
CEC reported that there have been no meetings or discussions with the FTC 
since their last substantia l update provided to ACICS in December 2016. 

2. American National University (formerly known as National College) -
Kentucky Attorney General's Office 

Summary of Issues: 
The Kentucky Attorn ey General's launched an investigation into Daymar Colleges in 
that state, citing misrepresentation, admission of students not meeting requirement, 
falsification of grades etc. They also launched an investigation into National 
College, citing misrepresentation of placement rates based on a calcula tion that 
National was using on their webs ite. (2012) 

December 2016 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, discovery 
disputes have slowed the process with both parties filing motions to compel. There 
was an original trial date set for October 10 - 17, 2016 but that had to be 
rescheduled as a result of the August 25, 2016 hearing during which the Court 
extended the discovery process. A status conference has been set for January 18, 
2017 at which time the Court will evaluate the progress made to determine the need 
for continued discovery or to set a trial date. Finally, the Judge who considered the 
case on August 25 has since announced his retirement and a new judge has not yet 
been appointed. 

April 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still 
in the discovery phase. The institution reported that at the January 18, 2017 status 
conference, additional discovery issues were discussed and an additional status 
conference was scheduled for May 31, 2017. A new judge was appointed to fill the 
vacancy which will be created by the August 2017 retirement of the current judge 
hearing the case. The necessity for the new judge to update themselves on the 
litigation will possibly delay the proceedings. The institution anticipates the trial 
date to be set in early to mid-2018. 
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Au~ust 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still 
in the discovery phase of the litigation and an extended deadline for discovery is not 
September 1, 2017 . The par t ies are negotiating scheduling of additional depositions 
but the institution anticipates that there will be no further extensions of the 
discovery deadline; the trial is currently set for January 8, 2018. A hearing was held 
on July 19, 2017 to consider several pre -tr ial motions. One motion was granted with 
the effect of limiting damages and three others are pending the court's decision. 

December 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is 
scheduled for trial from January 8, 2018 - January 19, 2018. The institution noted 
that the Court has determined that the AG is not entitled to a jury trial in the matter 
so that it would be only be heard by the judge. Several additional motions are 
pending, including partial summary judgment which, if granted, would furth er alter 
the shape of the litigation at trial. 

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the ANU case, requiring an immediat e 
response following the trial, as soon as it becomes available. 

3. Harris College of Business/Premiere Education Group - NY Times, Linwood, NJ 

Summary of Issue: 
News media reports from February 2014 described litigation filed against Harr is 
College of Business by former employees contending that school officials "routinely 
misled students about their career prospects, and falsified records to enroll them 
and keep them enrolled." The complaint is an amended version of a qu i tam/ False 
Claims Act lawsuit brought by the same individuals in 2011 but undi sclose d 
publically. After form al investigations, both Federal and State prosecutors declined 
to pro secu te the allegations unde r federa l and state whistle blower statutes. The 
individuals then decided to pursue litigation through civil action, which prompted 
the public disclosure and coverage by the news media. (2014) 

April 2016 Status: 
Harris School of Business continues to contest the appea l of the former favorab le 
court decision by the state of New Jersey. One of the key issues will be argued in 
front of the New Jersey Supreme Court in April. The institution noted that the state 
Department of Justice had declined to intervene in the matter after reviewing the 
allegations and numerous documents. 

December 2016 Status: 
A response from the institution's legal counsel outlined the current status of the 
case before the Courts. 

April 2017 Status: 
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The institution's response indicated that on February 11, 2017, the parties 
submitted supplemental briefs to the court, but no further action has been taken in 
the case by either party or the court. 

August 2012 status: 
The institution has not received any communication or deadlines from the court and 
is awaiting the court's decision regarding the supplemental briefings referenced in 
previous updates. 

December 2017 Status: 
No follow up information has been received from the institution. 

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the Harris College of Business/Premier 
Education Group case, taking into consideration other risk factors. 

4. Spencerian College - Attorney General of Kentucky, Louisville & Lexington 

Summary of Issues: 
The Attorney General of Kentucky has filed a lawsuit claiming that Spencer ian 
College violated the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act, by providing unfair, false, 
misleadin g and deceptive information to consumers about job placement rates, 
gra du ation success and Spencerian operations in general. Specifica lly th e complaint 
alleges discrepancies between placemen t rates repor te d to ACICS and those 
advertised by Spencerian. (2013 ) 

April 2016 Status : 
Litigat ion continues to be in the discovery stage. Spencerian College has submitted 
answers to Interrogato ries and well over 100,000 documents in res pon se to 
requests. Counsel for the College and the AG's Office continue discuss certain 
discove ry issues with respect to the applic ability of FERPA re gulations to certain 
docum ents/data requested. The FERPA issues have been narrowed, and 
notifications have been sent to Spencerian gra duate s. There remain, however, 
additional discovery issues with FERPA implica tions which have not been resolved. 

December 2016 Status: 
In its letter date d November 28th to Mr. William's request for information on 
November 22nd , the institution asserts its reso lve to defend the lawsu it and to deny 
the claims that it violated Consumer Prot ection laws. The commun ication was 
similar to the report previously subm itt ed to ACICS concern ing the informa tion 
provided to the AG and the discovery stages of the litigation. 

April 2017 Status: 
The institution reported that there are no updates and the lit igat ion against them is 
st ill in the discovery stage despite submitt ing over 100,000 documents in response 
to the Requests for Production of Documen ts filed by the Kentucky Attorney 
General. 
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Aui:ust 2017 Status: 
The campus stated that they have received no additional information or upd ates 
from the court. 

December 2017 Status: 
No follow up information has been received from the institution. However, ACICS 
received information from ASHES that the institution updated initial accreditation 
at its November 2017 meeting. 

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the Spencerian College case, pending 
receipt of their formal notice of withdrawal. 

5. Brightwood College - KGNS, Laredo, TX 

Summary of Issues: 
On July 24, 2017, news media outlet, KGNS reported in the form of a television news 
segmen t and an online article that Brightwood College's Laredo, Texas campus 
defrauded stud ents and had a former employee and student attest to this in an 
interview. The former employee wor ked for campus in 2014 - 2015 when it was 
called Kaplan College and vacated his pos ition prior to Kaplan College's change of 
ownership to Brightwood College. The segment and article also mentions a former 
student named Leticia who made claims that the campus did not help her find a job 
and stated that she is not working in her field credential. The campus responded by 
stat ing that they comply with state requ irement s and provide performance 
informa tion to incomin g students, along with pro viding documenta tion to the Texas 
Workforce Commission, and claims to the contrary are without mer it. 

Conclusion: 
Following the review of the institution's response, it was determined that the media 
outlet failed to identify critical information about th e student "Leticia" and the lack 
of assistance received from the institution in obtaining a job. Signed docum enta tion 
was also provided to evidence Leticia was on a mate rnity placement waiver at the 
time of her graduation. The case has been closed. 

External Information Under Additional Review: 

1. California University of Management and Sciences - Former Staff Lawsuit, 
Anaheim, CA - Renewal of accreditation review took place in the winter 2017 cycle 
with 13 findings identified between the main campus in California and the branch in 
Virginia. The campus was placed on compliance warning and currently has 5 
remaining findings. 
In September 2017, the institution's president, Dr. David Park, informed AC/CS that the 
BPPE had formally filed an Accusation against the institution to which it was 
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School 
ID 

00021311 

00240224 

00012823 

responding. Soon thereafter, after speaking with BPPE Agent, Karen Johnson about the 
Accusation, an onsite review was facilitated by Ms. Michelle Edwards, AC/CS President, 
and Dr.Judee Timm, AC/CS Commissioner. The team's report, which had no findings, is 
being added as a supplement to the institution's outstanding compliance warning 
action for its renewal of accreditat ion review. The Accusation will be reviewed in court 
in January, as shared by Ms.Johnson. 

Appendix A 

Summary of On-site Evaluations Initiated by ARIG in Fall 2017 

Visit Start 
Institution Name Visit Location Date Reason for Visit Current Status 

Onsite investigat ion following 
California University of receipt of formal Accusation Compliance Warning 
Management and Sciences Anaheim, CA 10.10.17 from BPPE as a result of RA 

Council-directed because of a 
show-cause direct ive for Institution w it hdrew 
failing to host the team in its accreditation the 

PCCTI Healthcare Oakbrook, IL 09.06.17 Spring 2017. day before the visit. 
Quality assurance review in 
lieu of a full renewal due the 

Branford Hall Career campus's planned 2018 
Institute Windsor, CT 10.02.17 closure. 
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May 21, 2018 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Mr. Peter Correa 
Campus President 
Fortis Institute 
5757 West 26th Street 
Erie, PA 16506 

Subject: Special Visit Review 

Dear Mr. Correa: 

~ .-
~ 

ID Code 00010934(MC) 

ACICSerie@edaff.com 

The At-Risk Institution Group (ARIG) directed an inve tigative visit to your instit tion to 
evaluate its overall administrative and academic effective ess, as a result of a number of serious 
allegations made in two complaints. 

At its December 2016 meeting, the Council con~idered the team's report along the institution 's 
response to the three findings and determine that it did not address two of the concerns, 
resulting in a deferred action, as detailed in tHe action'1ette date , December 21, 20 16. At its 
Apri l 2017 meeting, the Council considered th institution 's response to the outstanding issues 
and is now satisfied that the academic concerns ~ e been appropriately resolved. 

!he~·ef~re, the i~ve~tig~tion as ~een close~ and n~ ditional information ~s required fro11_1 the 
mstitution. The mstitut10n i aav sed at his cas~) fas been made a part of its permanent file. 
This material and all ot er information ace mula fed through the accreditation process will be 
reviewed y the Council when considering a new grant of accreditation for the institution. 

Please co tact Ms. Jan Cha~ s atj ~ ambers@acics .org or if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 

c: Ms. Patricia Landis, Pennsylvania Division of Private Licensed Schools (plandis@pa.gov) 

750 First Street, NE. Suite 980 e washington, DC 20002-4223 • t - 202 .336.6780 • f - 202 .842.2593 ewww.acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



January 30, 2018 

Mr. Brian Park er 
Campus Pre sident 
Forti s Institut e 
5757 West 26t h Street 
Eri e, PA 16506 
ACICSerie@edaff.com 

Dear Mr. Parker: 

Evaluation Team Report -SPECIAL VISIT REPORT 
ID for Campus Visited: 00010934 

Main Campus ID: 000109 34 
Staff Contact: M s. Cathy Kouko - Ph one: (202) 336 -6790 

Application ID : 7452 7 

VISIT RESPONSE DUE DATE : Februar y 13, 2018 

A copy of the report prepared by the Council's eva luation team that recen tly visited your institution is attached . 
The Council invites you to respond to thi s report before it takes formal action on your institution's appli cation 
for acc reditation. Please submit your response to the finding s in the report via you r onlin e app licatio n und er 
"Citat ions." The Cou ncil offers the institution ten business day s to forma lly respo nd to the report; therefore , 
your response shou ld be upload ed by the date indi cated above. 

We look forward to rece iving your response . You will be notified in wr iting of the Council' s decision 
follow ing its nex t meeti ng. 

Visit Response 
Your respon se sho uld pertain to the findings notated in the report or letter. The following inform ation 
prov ides sugges tion s for deve lop ing your respo nse. Plea se includ e information on any sign ificant chan ges 
that hav e taken pla ce at the instit ution since the site visit. 

Web-Based Submission of Campus Response 
ACICS has imp lemented a web-based submission proce ss for all vis it responses. The respon se to each 

findin g mu st be upl oaded under the app lication ID numb er associated with the visit (this is noted on the 

cove r page of the team report). Ea ch finding mu st includ e a narrat ive and supp ortin g doc umentatio n (if 

app licable). If supportin g do cumentation cove rs more than one findin g, the campu s is requir ed to dupli ca te 

the do cum entation and upload it in each findin g. Submi ss ion of a current cata log need onl y be uploaded 

once and only if refe renced in the respo nse. If you have any que stion s, please send your inquiry to Linda 

Lundb erg at llundbe rg@ac ics .org. 

750 First Street. NE, Suite 980 e washington. DC 20002-4223 e 1 - 202.336.6780 • f - 202.842.2593 ewww .acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



Process: 
Once the campus logs on to the ACICS membership website, go to the "In Process App licatio ns" heading , 

select the app licat ion name and ID. The camp us will then click either "C itation Documents " and upload each 

response document as described be low. (Please see the attached "Preparing the Insti tutional Respo nse" for step­

by-step visual instructions on how to upload your response into your institution 's Member Center Account.) 

IMPORTANT: Document Labels 
The institution may name the doc ument any appropr iate file nam e. However , each document 
must be labeled with the corresponding 'Document Type. ' 

Examp le: The document uploaded to sat isfy the: 
Finding 1 Narrative task must be labe led_!il Cite -Narrative. 

If a campus need s to submi t multiple piece s of information to support one citation response, thi s information 
should be comb ined into one docum ent prior to upload ing . Note: There is no maximum size for docu ments, 
but lar ger docume nts may take some time to upload. If you are uploadi ng PDF documents, save them as 
reduced size PDF document s. 

Response Tasks 
Below is the format for how the listing of "Docume nt Type" will appear once the document is uploaded. Each 

visit type will have a standard amount of vis it Response tasks. Up load your response document and labe l eac h 

one accord ing ly. Ignore tasks that exceed your respo nse requirement. 
1'1 Cite - Narrative 
1st Cit e - Supporting Document 
2nd Cite - Narrative 
2nd Cite - Supporting Document 
3rd Cite - Narrat ive 
3rd Cite - Supporting Document 

Response s should be prof ess ional in appeara nce . The respon ses should be paginat ed and well-organized to 
ensure a comp lete and sufficient review. 

Sincerely, 

Linda J. Lundberg 
Accreditation Content Editor 
Acc reditation and Institutional Developm ent 

Attac hm ents 
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VER. September 1, 2017 ACICS SPECIAL VISIT REPORT Page 2 of 9 

1. VISIT CONTEXT - INTRODUCTION 

A. Provide a summar y and rea son(s) for the visi t including assessmen t of risk, Council directive , externa l 
factors, com laint s, and/or stud ent achieveme nt outcomes (retention , lacemen t, or licensu re, etc.). 

CICS received a detail ed complaint on December 29, 2017, alleging that Forti s Institute, Erie, was 
iolating the Ac creditation Criteria standards. Due to the serious nature of the complaint, the ACICS 
t-Ri sk Institution s Group (ARIG) directed an unannounced visit to review administrative effectiveness, 

aculty qualific ation s, student and faculty files, instructional supplie s and ui ment , and avai labilit y of 
fil!!_dent, staff , and faculty grieva nce policies with docum ented adherence. 

B. Descr ibe the instituti on 's organizational and accreditati on backgrou nd (includin g if there are other 
branches and learnin g sites). 

1984, Tri-State Computer Institute was founded by Burt R. Eu liano. Its sole purpo se was to train its 
tudent s for entry-level careers. Tri -State Comp uter Institute enh anced its program offering s to includ e 

caree r training in the field s of medi ca l, legal, accou nting, and mark eting and thus changed its name to 
ri-State Busine ss Institute. In July 201 1, Tri-State Busine ss Institute changed the institution name to 

"Forti s Institute ." Fortis Institute is owned and o erated by Education Affiliate s Inc . which has schoo ls 
nd colleges in 17 states. 

For tis Institut e has been accredit ed by ACICS since 1990 and offers occ upat iona l assoc iate's degree and 
iploma pro grams. The dental hygiene rogram is rogrammatically accredited by the Commission on 
ental Accreditation. 

C. Prov ide a summ ary of the team's review and im ress ions. 
he team was warmly received by the institution. Mr. Parker, campus president and interim director of education, 

set up a private area and provided a tour of the entire campus, which comprises several buildings. Mr. Parker 
ensured the team received all requested items and arranged for interviews with faculty, staff and rogram 
dministrators. The team interviewed students in each program throughout the day as well. 

~t was evident to the team that Mr. Parker had endeared himself to the institution within the short period of time 
he had been there. Collectively, the program administrators, facul , staff, and students s oke of his 
!J),P.roachability and ability as the on-site administrator 

he team was impressed with Mr. Parker 's knowledge of the institution as well as the respect and admiration he 
received from the school body. It is the team's belief that when the position of director of education is filled, the 
· cademic programs will greatly benefit; and Mr. Parker will have sufficient time to concentrate on th 
dministration of the institution. 

2. ORG ANIZATI ONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

A. Assess ment of the admini strator 's know ledge and abilit y to effec tively lead campu s 

1. Who is the on-site administrator? Describe their academ ic and/or experiential qualificat ions to 
lead the campu s. 
~ r. Brian Park er current ly serves as both the campus president and interim director of educat ion 
or the cam us. He hold s a bachelor of science in busine ss administration from Bowling Gree 
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University. Mr. Parker joined Fortis Institute, Erie , in October 2017. Prior to this role Mr. Parke 
was the president of The Art Institute of Vancouver from June 2012 to June 2017. He has more 
han 20 years of ex erience in admission and sales, most of which is in leadershi roles. 

11. Summari ze the team 's observations concerning the on-site administrator' s mana geme nt and 
oversight at the campus. Based on the team's rev iew, is the campus being run effectively to assure 
quality in education? 
r,e team observed the on-site administrator, Mr. Parker, engaged in a variety of managemen t 
activities on campus; and he demonstrated a thorough knowledge of day-to-day operations and 
1 recesses despite his relatively new presence. Interviews with facu lty, staff, students, and other 
administrators indicated the campus is being run effective ly to assure the quality of education. 
Overall, the campus was happy and content with Mr. Parker 's leadership. For example, students 
expressed they felt more valued by the activities he planned, which acknow ledged their successes 
Faculty and staff expressed they felt the campus was moving in a positive direction; and students, 
acuity, and staff expressed they felt supported and encouraged by him. There was a genera 

consensus that Mr. Parker's leadershi has im roved the overall conditions at the cam us. 

B. Describe the evidence that staff meetings are held and schedul ed regularly, policie s and procedure s are 
systemati c and followed as written . 

he team reviewed meetings minute s, agendas , and sign-i n sheets for staff meetings that have been held . 
he team evidenced that meetings are held regularly departmentally. In addition, Mr. Parker holds all­

school meetings that are attended b both staff and facult 

3. ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY AND CAPABILITY 

A. What are the key admin istrative positions and describe the qualificat ions of the individual s assigned to 
these positions. 

he key administrative position s and the ualifications of the individuals assigned are as follow s: 

• Ms. Margo Dever s-Senior serves as the campus regi strar and has been with the institute since 
~006. She has over 10 years of experience in administrative and project management. M s. 
Devers-Senior holds a aralega l degree from Tri -State Business Institute. 

• Ms. Deborah Budney serves as the director of nursing and has been with the institute since 2006. 
She has more than 30 years of experience in the medical fields. She hold s an academic .__ __ ...., 
associate's in nursing from Excel sior College; a bachelor's in nursing, and a master's in nursing, 
both from American Senti nel University. M s. Budney is currently working on a second master 's 
· n nursing from Ca_Qella University. She is licensed by the State of PA Nursing Board. 

• Ms. Jacquelyn Goodman serves as the chair for the dental programs. She has been with the 
·nstitute since March 2006 . Ms. Goodman earned an occupationa l associate's in dental laboratory 
technology from Columbus Community College. She holds an expanded function dental assistant 
~icense from the Pennsylvania Board of Dentistry, and a radiology certificate from the S~ate og 
I ennsylvania . Ms. Goodman's rior roles include teaching , management, and technician. 

• Ms. Danette Shafer serves as the dental hygiene program director. She has been with the institute 
since 2007. Ms. Shafer holds an occu ational associate's defilee in a lied science from Lake side 



VER. September 1, 2017 ACICS SPECIAL VISIT REPORT Page 4 of 9 

Community College, and a bachelor's degree in dental hygiene from the College of Technolog 
at Pennsylvania State University (Penn State). 

7
• Mr. James Wright serves as the department chair for skilled trades and has been with the institute 

ince 2015. He holds an academic associate's degree in architectural drafting and design from 
riangle Tech and is EPA 608 Tract Pi e certified. Mr. Wright has more than 25years oti 

ex erience in HV AC and construction. 

• Ms. Brenda Hadden serves as the welding program director and has been with the institute since 
t2006. She holds an occupational associate's in welding & fabrication technology, and a diploma 
· n welding technology, both from Tri-State Business Institute and certificates of tests and 
AUalifications of weldin o erator. Ms. Hadden has more than 10 ears of ex erience in the 
weldin field. 

• Mr. Rausaan Powell serves as the department chair for the business and legal programs. He hold 
bachelor's in business administration from Duquesne University, and a MBA from Gannon 

University. He has been with the institute in his current role since 2012. Mr. Powell's rior roles 
'nclude ositions in behavioral therapy, administration, and retail. 

• Mr. Steve Luzier serves as the department chair for computer information systems and trades. He 
·s also the campus information technology officer. He has been with the institute since 2005. 
Prior to this role, he worked in the business and management field. He holds an academi q ---s 
ssociate's in website development & management from Tri-State Business School as well a 

• everal Microsoft Office certifications. Mr. Luzier is currently working on a bachelor of science 
·n information technology and securit from Western Governors University. 

• Ms. Elizabeth Geanous serves as the library resource center technician for the campus. She has 
reen with the institute since 1993. Ms. Geanous holds a bachelor's degree in accounting from 
Penn State. Prior to ·oinin Fortis, she worked as an accountant. 

• Ms. Barbara Borgeson serves as the director of admissions for the campus. She has been with the 
·nstitute since 2005. Ms. Borgeson holds a bachelor's degree in communications and a master's 
·n counseling from Edinboro Universit 

• Mr. John Zaczyk serves as the director of career services for the campus. Has been with the 
·nstitution since 2015. Mr. Zaczyk holds a bachelor of science in business from West Virgini 

niversi . He also holds a bachelor's in business mana ement from Penn State. 

• Mr. Marc Grutkowski serves as the director of financial aid . He has been with the institute since 
010. Mr. Grutkowski has a bachelor ' s in finance from Penn State. 

• Ms. Aldina Sabic serves as the chair of hourly programs (cosmetology) and has been with the 
· nstitute since 2008. She is licensed by the State Board of Cosmetology as a cosmetolog y 
operator and instructor. Ms. Sabic holds an occupational associate's in cosmetology education & 
salon management from Tri-State Business Institute. 
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B. Faculty and staff's awareness of responsibilities and capacity to carry out said responsibilities. 

1. Describe the organizational structure. 
The institution pro vided their organizational chart to the team. The director s of nursing , admissions, 
career services, financial aid, and facilities; department chairs of medical assisting, dental program s 
skilled trades, business/legal, computer information systems, and hourly program; dental hygiene 
program director, IT director, registrar , and office manager all report directly to the campus 
president. The welding program director report s to the skilled trades departm ent chair. Program 
administrative assistants, faculty, and office staff member s re ort to their res ective de artmen~ 
chairs/director s/ rogram directors 

11. Is there evidence that all faculty and staff are aware of their responsibilities, appropri ately 
trained and evaluated, and competen t to carry out their res££!lsibilities effec tively? 

Each faculty and staff file had a current signed job description indic ating to whom they report, a 
completed ACICS data sheet, a resume, and appropriate job evaluations. The faculty developmen ~ 
Elans contained an appropriate selection of in-service and profe ssional growth activities with 
evidence of completion . In addition , official transcri ts of ualifying credentials were available for 
each faculty membe r. 

C. Are there grievance policies for students and staff? Describe evidence that the campus has been 
implementing these policies as published. 

he grievance policy for students is outlined in the catalog provided upon enrollment. The catalog is 
also available online on the institution 's website. Student s in various points of their enrollment indicated 
cluring interview s they knew the ste s available to them as outlined in the grievance olicy. 

he grievance polic y for faculty and staff is outlined in the faculty and staff handbook provided at 
iring, and via e-mail with each update. This is also available to them in an onlin e format. During 

·nterview s, faculty and staff indicated they knew where to locate the rievance olic and described 
1 

reliminary ste s of the rocessJ 

he institution also provided docum entation variou s grievances that have been formally recorded. The 
clocumentation evidenced that the institution is following its grievance olicies as._Qublished. 

4. STUDENT RELATIONS 

A. Describe evidence that the published admissions criteria are being followed as written and are 
~ f! Of! iate. 

he team reviewed 11 student files from the program offerings as listed below. The files contained al 
clocumentation required for admissions per the general admissions criteria outlined in the catalog as well 
s additional requirement s for each program . Each file contained a checklist signed off on by the 
dmissions team as document s were received and filed. 

• Practical Nursing - 1 

• Welding & Fabrication Technology - 1 

• Con struction Manag ement -
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Medical Assisting - 2] 

• Com uter Information Systems/Networking - 1 

Business Administration/Marketing & Management - 3 

Dental Assisting - 1 

B. Summarize any findin gs identified in the institution' s most recent Program Revi ew. 
he institution had not undergone a recent program review 

Page 6 of 9 

C. Who is assigned to provide employment advising and what documentatio n was reviewe d to evidence 
that placement services are being provided (career fairs, resume and interviewing preparation , 

rofess iona l dev elo ment classes, job osting, etc .)? 
Employment advisi ng is provided by the career services department, which is comprised of three 
employees: Mr. John Zaczyk, director of career services, and career services advisors Ms. Destiny Carter 
and Ms. Sandra Peirson. The team interviewed Mr. Zaczyk and reviewed evidence that the department 
holds workshops in classes , meet s new students within the first two weeks of classes, sets up one-on-one 
meetings with students, and hold s quarterly mini-career fairs on campus. For example, 1) A career 
• ervices advisor held a work shop in January on interview skills, 2) H & R block was at the campus 
hiring part-time employees for the tax season the day before the visit, 3 Five em lo ers had confirmed 
ttendance at a career fair schedu led for February. 

he department works with students throughout the program to write and update their resume. Durin a 
tudent ' s last or second to last term , career services hel s them do a final resume and hold moc 

he department is available to graduates of their program s indefinitely , as long as a graduate requires 
ssistance; they offer their assistance regardle ss of graduation date. Mr. Zaczyk provided an exam le of 
gentleman who had graduated from the institution eight years ear lier, who had called recentl to 

c...;;;.a=ue=st assistance, and they were working with him to find em loyment. 

5. EDUCATIONAL AND ACADEMIC QUALITY 

A. Who is assigned to provide admin istra tion of all academic programs? Is there evidence that this 
individual is academically and/or experienti ally qualified for the role and has sufficient time and 
resources to carry out their reseonsibilities? 

s previously noted, the director of education position has been vaca nt since March of 2017. Mr. Parke 
· s currently serving as both the resident and interim director of education for the cam us. 

(Section 3-1-511): The campus director doe s not have sufficient time to admini ster all academic 
programs. Interviews with Mr. Parker, program chairs, program directors, and a review of Mr. Parker 's 
tie indicates he does not have sufficient time to serve as the on- site administrator and oversee aU 
cademic programming. Filling the director of education position will enable Mr. Parker to be full 
vailable for the administration of the cam_Qus. At the time of the visit, the position was being advertised. 
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B. Describe the evidence that all ~ grams have a~ riate administrative oversight. 
Each program has a program director and/or department chair who reports to the campus director. A 
review of the program administrator files evidence apgrom-iate credentials and sufficient time to 
dminister the ro rams. 

C. Based on interview s, observations, and documentation , summarize the evidence that instructional 
resources, equipment, and facilities are approp riate and suffic ient to meet educational objectives. 

he team found each program provided sufficient resources, equipment, and facilities to meet 
educational objectives stated. For example, the nursing program presented ample supplies and severa 
simulation laboratories for students to practice scenarios. The criminal justice program also provided a 
series of complete law reference books and access to online databases for researc h. The networking 
program had access to up-to-date equipment and software that accompanied their textbook s. The skilled 
trade ro rams rovided the necessar ui ment and su lies to train student s. 

terviews with students and faculty evidence the appropriateness and sufficienc y of the instructional 
resources, equipment, and facilities. They indicated that whenever a need arose, they knew to whom ta 
[!lake a re uest and the materials would be rovided in a timely manner. 

D. Summarize evidence that all faculty members are appropria tely qualified (academica lly and 
ex erientially) to teach their assigned courses. 

A review of faculty files evidenced faculty member s were appropriately qualified and experienced to 
teach their assigned courses. Faculty files were well organized and contained appropriate ACIS data 
sheet s, signed job description s indicating to whom they report, official transcripts of all qualifying 
credentials, course and performance evaluations, resume , and faculty development plans that listed 
appropriate in-service and rofessional growth activities as well as evidence of com Ietion. 

E. Describe the evidence that all faculty members have current and individualized faculty development 
plans on file. Further, that there is evidence that they are aware of academic policies that have been 
, dopted (academic freedom and academic governance) . 
rAs previou sly stated , each faculty file contained appropriate faculty development plans that listed 
ppropriat e in-service and professional growth activities as well as evidence of completion. Each file 

had a signed attestation that the facult y had received the academic freedom and academic governance 
olicies . 

F. What evidence is there that faculty meetings are document ed and regularly scheduled and that faculty 
has an active role in the develop_pent of curriculum and academi.£_Policies? 
!fhe team reviewed meetings minute s, agendas, and sign-in sheets for faculty meeting s that have been 
held. They evidenced that they are held regularly departmentally by the program director s and/o 
clepartmental chairs. In addition, Mr. Parker holds all school meetings that are attended by both staff and 
acuity. 

Faculty attested that they participate in the development of the curriculum and academic olicies. They 
reit that their in ut was ap reciated and considered. 
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G. Who is assigned to provide oversight of the library resources? Provide evidence that the assigned 
individual has appropriate academic and/or experientia l qualification s to oversee the library and also 
maintains professional development in the field. 
Ms. Elizabeth Geanous serves as the library resource center technician for the campus. As previously 
stated, she has been with the institute since 1993. Ms. Geanous holds a bachelor's de ee in accounting 
p-om Penn State University. Prior to joining Fortis, she worked as an accountant. 

Ms. Geanous's file evidenced that she maintains professional development in the field. On November 9 
~017, she reviewed a webinar that was presented in February 21, 2017, on Emerging Tech Trends Part 
6. In addition, she completed a basic notary education course in October 2017 given by the Blue Desl:Q 

otary Education resulting in a certificate of notary education, which is valid for six months. 

H. Summarize interviews with students/facu lty/staff on their general satisfaction with the institution' s 
resources, services, an~rograms. 
Faculty and staff indicated during interviews contentment with the institution's resources, services, and 
r rograms. Program directors and department chairs expressed they had oversight over their budgets and 
could purchase supplies to support student learning as was necessary. They also expressed the curren 
I eadership provided additiona l support should a need exceed their current budgets. For example, the 
skills trades de artment needed a large trailer to build a mini-home and administration a roved the 

terviews with staff indicated they felt equally supported and expressed if they asked for something 
the enerall received it. Students ex ressed the same regarding their re uests. 

ome nursing students indicated they would like to have a medical terminology course to aid in their 
earning. Further investigation revealed students receive a medical terminology self-paced guide before 

the anatomy and physiology course to prepare them in their studies. Several students expressed this was 
sufficient in acquiring a foundation of the terminology. Furthermore, the NCLEX-PN published pasr 
ates for the institution for the eriod covering October 1, 2016 - Se tember 30, 2017, was 100 ercent. 

nterviews with the campus president and program administrators showed there were issues with 
endor in the past and the campus terminated their services. Students across the programs expressed 

previous issues with textbook arrival and applauded their instructors, whom they said supplemented 
their learning with loaner books or modified the course outline to other subject areas until the books 
came in. One instructor noted they kee extra texts on hand and loan them to students in such cases. 

Overall, students, faculty, and staff indicated during interviews satisfaction with the institution's 
resources , services, and rograms and felt the were su orted. 
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SUMMARY 

Based on the team's review, the following areas require an explanatory response: 

Number Section Summarv Statement 
1 Section 3-1-511 The campus director does not have sufficient time to 

administer all academic programs (page 6). 



May 21, 2018 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Mr. Peter Co1Tea 
Campus President 
Fortis Institute 
5757 West 26th Street 
Erie, PA 16506 

Subject: Special Visit Review 

Dear Mr. Correa: 

ID Code 00010934(MC) 

ACICSerie@edaff.com 

The At-Risk Institution Group (ARIG) directed an inve tigative visit to your instit tion to 
evaluate the recruitment and admissions practices of students from American College of 
Commerce and Technolog y, as alleged tn complaints received from your cunent students. 

At its April 2018 meeting, the Council ci 1aered the team's repor,t wfiich did not identify any 
findings and is satisfied that the institution's practices are aRPropriate and in compliance with 
applicable standards. 

Therefore, the investiga ion has been closed and no additional information is required from the 
institution. The institution is advised that this case as been made a part of its permanent file. 
This material and all other infom1ation accumulate rough the accreditation process will be 
reviewed by the Council ~e n co sidering a-new grant of accreditation for the institution. 

Please con~ Perliter Walters-Gilliam at pwgilliam@acics.org or if you have any questions. 

Sincerely 

Michelle Edwards 
President 

c: Sylvia Rosa Casanova, SCHEY 

750 First Street, NE, Suite 980 e washington, DC 20002-4223 • t - 202 .336.6780 • f - 202 .842.2593 ewww.acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



January 22, 2018 

Special Visit Report 
ID for Campus Visited: 00019411 

Main Campus ID: 00019411 
Staff Contact: Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam - Phone: (202) 336-6769 

Application ID: 74526 
Dr. Valarie Trimarchi 
Campus President 
Stratford University 
7777 Leesburg Pike, Suite 100-S 
Falls Church, VA 22043 
acicsfallschurch@stratford.edu 

Dear Dr. Trimarchi: 

I have enclosed a copy of the evaluation report prepared by the Council's evaluation team that recently visited 
your institution. The team report constitutes only one element in the accrediting process . The application, the 
institution's response to the team's report , the financial data submitted by the institution , and all other factors 
which have a bearing on accreditation , are also considered. 

You will be notified in writing of the Council's decision following its next meeting. 

Please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at (202) 336-6769 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Linda J. Lundber g 
Accreditation Content Editor 
Accreditation and Institutional Development 

7S0 First Street, NE, Suite 980 e wash ington, DC 20002 - 4223 • I - 202.336 .6780 • f - 202 .842 .2S93 ewww .acics .org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 
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Stratford University 
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Falls Church, VA 22043 

ACICS ID Code: 00019411 

Dr. Valarie Trimarchi , Campus President (vtrimarchi@stratford.edu) 
(acicsfa llschurch@stratford .edu) 
www.stratford.edu/disclosure 

January 11, 2018 

Staff Representative ACICS Washington , D. C. 

750 First Street. NE, Suite 980 e washington, DC 20002-4223 • - 202.336 .6780 et - 202.842.2593 ewww.acics.org 
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CREDENTIAL 
EARNED 
Bachelor's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Academic Associate 's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Bachelor 's Degree 

Certificate 

Certificate 

Certificate 

Certificate 

Bachelor's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Doctoral Degree 

Doctoral Degree 

Master's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree 

Academic Associate 's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Bachelor's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Master's Degree 

Master's Degree 

ACICS SPEC IAL VISIT REPORT 

PROGRAMS OFFERED BY 

STRATFORD UNIVERSITY 
FALLS CHURCH, VA 

APPROVED PROGRAM 
ACICS CREDENT IAL TITLE 
Bachelor's Degree Accounting 

Master's Degree Accounting 

Academic Associate's Degree Business Administration 

Master's Degree Business Adminis tration 

Bachelor's Degree Business Administration 

Certificate 
Certificate of Advanced Business 
Research 

Certificate 
Certificate of Advanced Studies in 
Business Futures 

Certificate 
Certificate of Advanced Studies in 
Enterprise Architecture 

Certificate 
Certificate of Advanced Technology 
Research 

Bachelor's Degree Culinary Management 

Master's Degree Cyber Security 

Doctoral Degree Doctor of Business Administration 

Doctoral Degree Doctor of Information Technology 

Master's Degree Enterprise Business Management 

Master's Degree Entrepreneurial Management 

Bachelor's Degree Health Information Management 

Bachelor's Degree Health Sciences 

Bachelor' s Degree Healthcare Administration 

Master's Degree Healthcare Administration 

Bachelor's Degree Hospitality Management 

Academic Associate's Degree Hotel and Restaurant Management 

Master's Degree Informat ion Systems 

Bachelor's Degree Information Technology 

Master's Degree International Hospitality Management 

Master's Degree 
International Master of Business 
Administration 

Master's Degree 
Master of Science in Cyber Security 
Leadership and Policy 

Page 2 of 8 

Enroll: 
Full-time/ 
Part-time 

2/11 

3/4 

4/19 

15/ 16 

13/3 1 

NIA 

6 

4 

NIA 

NIA 
11/6 

1 

2 

NIA 
0/ 1 

2/13 

11/43 

18/48 

9/3 

0/19 

1/9 

21/9 

11/20 

0/5 

6/6 

0/ 1 
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Master's Degree Master's Degree Master of Science in Digital Forens ics NIA 

Academic Assoc iate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Medical Assisting 3/ 11 

Diploma Diploma Medical Assist ing NIA 

Academic Associate' s Degree Academic Associate's Degree Medical Insurance Billing and Coding 1/74 

Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Network Management and Security 016 
Master's Degree Master 's Degree Networking and Telecommunications 515 
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Nursing 33167 

Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Nursing (Accelerated) Oil 
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Pharmacy Technician 013 
Master's Degree Master's Degree Software Engineeri ng 616 
Diploma Diploma Stratford Language Institute 7 

TOTAL 632 
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1. VISIT CONTEXT - INTRODUCTION 
A. Provide a summary and reason(s) for the visit including assessment of risk, Council directive, externa l 

factors, complaints, and/or student achievement outcomes (retention, placement , or licen sure, etc.). 

Having received both formal and informal complaints from students attending Stratford University that 
the institution is charging less tuition per class to students who transfer in from American College of 
Commerce and Technology (ACCT), the ACICS At-Risk Institutions Group (ARIG) directed an 
unannounced visit to the University to investigate. The complaints further alleged that these transfer 
students are receiving waivers for six classes to enroll into a master's degree program. Finally, the 
complaints allege that students were told if they " ... brought 4-5 students from ACCT, they would not be 
charged any tuition." Consequently, the visit is intended to broadly evaluate all critical areas of 
recruitment, admissions, and transfer of credit as referenced in the complaints. 

B. Describe the institution 's organizational and accreditation background. 

he institution was estab lished in 1976 and incorporated in the State of Virginia as a public benefi 
corporation governed by its Board of Trustees. Stratford University has been an ACICS-accredited 
member since 2002. Stratford University is exempt from certification by the State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia (SCHEY) to operate campuses in Virginia, as it has been properly accredited by 
an accrediting body recognized by the U.S. Department of Education for more than 10 years. Stratford is 
also approved by The Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC). 

ffhe institution has branches in New Delhi, India ; Baltimore, MD; Alexandria, VA; Glen Allen, VA; 
Newport News, VA; Virginia Beach, VA; Woodbridge, VA; and a learning site in Washington, DC. The 
main campus, in Falls Church, VA, is 53,000 square feet and located near Tyson's Corner in Falls 
Church, VA. There are classrooms located on four floors and appropriate office space for all necessary 
staff and faculty. 

!fhe most recent grant of accreditation was awarded in 2014 and expires on December 31, 2019. 

C. Provide a summary of the team 's review and impressions. 

he ACICS staff representative was greeted warmly by the front desk staff and directed to the education 
aepartment, where the associate dean welcomed the staff prior to an introduction to Dr. James Flaggert, 
vice president for accreditation & licensure for the corporation. After brief introductions and discussion 
regarding the reason for the visit, Dr. Flaggert introduced the team to key personnel and the campus 
president, Dr. Valarie Trimarchi. Dr. Trimarchi provided a private work area for the staff representative 
and was available throughout the day as she and her team provided documents, participated in 
interviews with the team, and answered any questions that were asked of them. 

Files requested were provided to the team and contained the requested unofficial transcripts and ledger 
cards, both of which were printed while the team was on site. 

All students, faculty, and staff that the team met were pleased with the educationa l environment offered 
by the institution. 
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2. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

A. Assessment of the administrator's knowled ge and ability to effectively lead campus 
1. Who is the on-site administrator? Describe their academic and/or experienti al qualifications to lead 

the campus. 

Dr .Valari e Trimarchi has been in the role of campus president since September 2016. Prior to 
joining Stratford University, Dr. Trimarchi earned a bachelor's degree in history and a master 's 
degree in adult and continuing education and teaching , both from Indiana University of 
Pennsylvania, and a doctoral degree in adult and continuing education administration from Penn 
State University. She also completed the management development program at Harvard 
Univer sity. 

11. Summarize the team's observations concerning the on-site administrator's mana gement and 
oversight at the campus. Based on the team's review, is the campus being run effectively to assure 
quality in education ? 

As previous ly stated, Dr. Trimarchi is the campus president and on-site administrator for the Fall s 
Church camp us. Visits with key staff and observation of her interactions with faculty and students 
were very positive. She has worked in higher education in both public and private institutions , and 
her vast experience is evident and qualifie s her in the role of campus president. She described the 
campus-wide meeting schedu le to demonstrate her oversight of all department s. While on site, the 
team observed Dr. Trimarchi 's manag ement style and is confident the campus is being run 
effectively to assure quality in education. 

3 . ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY AND CAPABILITY 

A. Describe the organizational structure 

All of the managers of various department s such as admissions, student financial service s, career 
services and student support, international student office, and program leads and directors for the various 
schools report to Dr. Trimarchi, who oversees approximately 15 direct reports and a total of 65 faculty 
and staff. 

4. STUDENT RELATIONS 
A. How many files were reviewed? Describe the distributi on of the files (active, withdrawa ls, SAP, drops, 

graduates, etc.) 

he team sampled 25 files while on site to evidence compliance with all applicable standards . Files 
reviewed included active student s, active students with transfer credits from other institution s, and active 
students who had previously attended the institution (drops and graduates). The team was also able to 
see evidence of withdrawals and details regarding Sati sfactory Academic Progre ss (SAP) in the files 
requested. The files were found to be well-organized and no issues of non-compliance were identifi ed. 
All the document s required for admission per the institutional catalog were document ed in each file 
reviewed. 
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B. Describe evidence that the published admissions criteria are being followed as written and are 
appropriate. Is it explicit in the catalo g? 

Page 6 of 8 

As previously stated , the team reviewed 25 student files. All files, across a number of programs for both 
the undergraduat e and graduate level , contained all the requirement s for admission as referenced in the 
2016-2017 institutional catalog and addenda dated September 8, 2017, and January 5, 2018. 

C. What is the transfer of credit policy? Summarize evidence that the institution is following its policy in 
all instances of transfer students' acceptance. 

IT'he transfer credit policy is clearly and explicitly detailed on pages 30-32 of the institution' s catalog. 
:As previou sly stated, 25 files were reviewed, including the institution 's implementation of its transfer of 
credit policy. At least 50 percent of the files reviewed contained evidence of transfer credit. In each case , 
the team found official transcripts from previou s institutions and a written evaluation with a class-for­
class comparison as to what courses were awarded as transfer credit. Each instance reviewed contained 
documented evidence that the institution is following their stated transfer of credit policy. 

D. Does the institution offer scholar ships? Summarize evidence that the criteri a are published and accurate? 

IT'he institution currently discloses the offering of two scholar ship s in its catalog: High School Senior 
Scholarship Program and Stratford First Scholar ship. The documentation regarding the scholarships 
contains all of the required criteria per ACICS standards. Whil e on site the team was unable to view 
scholarship student files as there were no current student s who had been awarded such scholar ships. The 
institution stated during the visit that they are preparing to publi sh a new catalog and that they are 
making changes to the scholar ship programs. 

E. Describe the recruitm ent process? Who is responsible for the oversight of recruitment activities? How 
are recruitment personnel trained, monit ored, and evaluated? If third party recruiter s and lead generators 
are used, are there contracts on file that ensure that the campus train s and monitor s their activities? 

Recruitment at the institution begins with leads that are generated from severa l sources, including the 
following: institution al website, community events , walk-ins, referral s, Facebook, phone calls, and 
advertising. The team reviewed the external marketin g material s and determin ed they were truthful in 
the representation of the institution and its program s. 

Ms. Nadia Baker is the director of admissions at the campus and has been in this role since April 2016. 
Prior to joining Stratford Univer sity, she garnered eight years of experience as both a director and an 
admissions officer with Westwood College. Ms. Baker earned a bachelor' s degree in business 
administration with a focus in management from Strayer Univer sity. 

he institution also uses a lead generator service, Zeta Interactive , to provide leads to the institution for 
follow up. The service does not recruit or admit student s; therefore , no contract is necessary. The 
institution does not utilize any third-party contractors. All leads are followed up by an admissions staff 
of four. 
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All admissions officers receive one-on-one training starting with an internal success manual designed by 
the institution to orient and train all admissions officers. Admissions staff participat es in ongoing 
training both at the institutional and corporate level. Additionally, the staff must complete two Max 
Knowledge trainings per year and participate in an annual admissions boot camp. The admissions 
director works individually with her staff to observe in-person interview s, as well as review phone calls, 
as they are all recorded. 

F. Summar ize interviews with the leadersh ip concern ing its recruitment of students displaced by the 
closing of the American College of Commerce and Technology? 

[nterviews with leadership indicated that Stratford Univer sity has not enrolled any students displaced by 
the closing of the American College of Commerce and Technology (ACCT). Additionally , a review of 
student files did not evidence students that had previou sly attended ACCT. 



VER. May 1, 2017 ACICS SPEC IAL VISIT REPORT Page 8 of 8 

SUMMARY 

Based on the team's review, there are no areas requiring additional information. 



January 30, 2018 

Dr. Hasan Karaburk 
Executive Vice President 
iGlobal Univer sity 
8133 Leesbu rg Pike, Suites #230 - 240 
Vienna, VA 22182 
ceo.acics@igu.edu 

Dear Dr. Kara burk : 

Evaluation Team Report -SPECIAL VISIT REPORT 
ID for Campus Visited: 00051218 

Main Campus ID: 00051218 
Staff Contact: M s. Perlit er Walters-Gilliam - Phone: (202) 336 -6769 

Application ID: 74525 

VISIT RESPONSE DUE DATE: Februar y 13, 2018 

A copy of the report prepared by the Council's evaluation team that recen tly visited your institution is attached . 
The Council invites you to respond to thi s report before it tak es formal action on your institution's appli cation 
for accreditation. Please submit your respon se to the finding s in the report via your online application und er 
"Citation s." The Council offers the institution ten business day s to formally respo nd to the report; therefore , 
your response shou ld be upload ed by the date indi cated above. 

We look forward to rece ivin g your respon se . You will be notifi ed in writing of the Council' s decision 
following its nex t meetin g. 

Visit Response 
Your respon se sho uld pertain to the findings notated in the report or letter. The following inform ation 
provides sugges tion s for deve loping your respo nse. Plea se include information on any sign ificant chan ges 
that hav e taken pla ce at the institution since the site visit. 

Web-Based Submission of Campus Response 
ACICS has implemented a web-based subm ission proce ss for all vis it responses. The respon se to each 

findin g mu st be upload ed under the application ID number associated with the visit (this is noted on the 

cover page of the team report). Ea ch finding mu st include a narrative and supp ortin g documentation (if 

applicable). If supportin g do cumentation cove rs more than one findin g, the campu s is requir ed to dupli ca te 

the do cum entation and upload it in each findin g. Submission of a current catalog need only be uploaded 

once and only if refe renced in the respo nse. If you have any que stion s, please send your inquiry to Linda 

Lundber g at llundbe rg@ac ics .org. 

750 First Street. NE. Suite 980 e washington. DC 20002-4223 e 1 - 202.336.6780 • f - 202.842.2593 ewww .acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



Process: 
Once the campus logs on to the ACICS membership website, go to the "In Process Applications" heading , 
select the application name and ID. The campus will then click either "Citation Documents" and upload each 

response document as described below. (Please see the attached "Preparing the Institutional Response" for step­
by-step visual instructions on how to upload your response into your institution 's Member Center Account.) 

IMPORTANT: Document Labels 
The institution may name the document any appropriate file name. However , each document 
must be labeled with the corresponding 'Document Type. ' 

Example: The document uploaded to satisfy the: 
Finding 1 Narrative task must be labeled_!il Cite -Narrative. 

If a campus needs to submi t multiple piece s of information to support one citation response, this information 
should be combined into one document prior to uploading. Note: There is no maximum size for documents, 
but larger docume nts may take some time to upload. If you are uploading PDF document s, save them as 
reduced size PDF document s. 

Response Tasks 
Below is the format for how the listing of "Docume nt Type" will appear once the document is uploaded. Each 
visit type will have a standard amount of visit Response tasks. Upload your response document and label each 
one accordingly. Ignore tasks that exceed your response requirement. 

1'1 Cite - Narrative 
1st Cit e - Supporting Document 
2nd Cite - Narrative 
2nd Cite - Supporting Document 
3rd Cite - Narrat ive 
3rd Cite - Supporting Document 

Response s should be profess ional in appearance. The responses should be paginated and well-organized to 
ensure a complete and sufficient review. 

Sincerely, 

Linda J. Lundberg 
Accreditation Content Editor 
Accreditation and Institutional Developm ent 

Attachments 
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1. VISIT CONTEXT - INTRODUCTION 

A. Provide a summar y and reason(s) for the visit including assessme nt of risk, Council directive, external 
factors, complaints, and/or student achievemen t outcomes (retention, placement, or licensure, etc.). 

ACICS received formal and informal complaints from student s and other interested parties concerning 
the acceptance, by the institution , of student s displaced by the closing of the American College of 
Commerce and Technolog y (ACCT) in Fairfax, VA. According to the complaints, students who 
transferred from ACCT were paying less tuition than they (currentl y enrolled students) were paying for 
the same courses and that students were able to transfer all courses previously attempted at ACCT, 
regardless of the percentage of total program length. Fo llowing its review, the At-Risk Institutions 
Group (ARIG) noted that iGlobal University had not sought ACICS's review and approval of any 
agreement with ACCT to facilitate its closure and that an on-site review was necessa ry to investigate the 
allegations. 

B. Describe the institution 's organizational and accreditation background (includin g if there are other 
branches and learning sites). 

he institution is a one-campus institution, which was previou sly located in Annandale, Virginia. The 
institution , under the leadership of Dr. David Sohn, was founded in February 2008 and conducted its last 
accreditation evaluation in 2015. It received a four-year grant , which will expire on December 31, 2019. 

C. Provide a summar y of the team's review and impressions. 

Dr. Hasan Karaburk , executive vice president , serves as the on-site administrator and he interacted with 
the team throughout the review. Dr. Karaburk asserts that the instit ution is caught in the middl e of trying 
to remain compliant with ACICS requirements while modifyin g its practices to meet the expectations of 
the other agency through which it has had to seek accreditation to maintain its approva l for SEVIS and 
state agencies. The team also worked with the campus registrar and director of operations, Dr. Shane 
Cho , who was very helpful in providin g access to student records and answering any questions. 

As will be detailed below, the team identified a number of areas in need of additional information based 
on the practices observed as documented by the institution. It was concerning to the team that the 
institution appears to be accepting all credits previously earned from ACCT and other institution s with 
little documentation to evidence a systematic process of quality review. It was further concerning to the 
team that "scholar ships" were being awarded as tuition discounts and referral fees paid to student s who 
brought in additional students. 

2. STUDENT RELATIONS 

A. How many files were reviewed? Describe the distribut ion of the files (active, withdrawa ls, SAP, drops, 
graduates, etc.) 

The team selected a total of 28 files from the 2017 Campus Acco untability Report (CAR) and from an 
electronic student listing in the institution 's Populi student mana gement system. Of the 28 files, 20 were 
selected from the list of currently enrolled students, 2 were for withdrawn student s, and 6 were graduate 
files. 
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B. Describe evidence that the published admissions criteria are being followed as written and are 

appropriate. Is it explicit in the catalog? 

The admissions criteria are explicit in the catalog on pages 23-24 and based on the team's review o~ 
sample files, are being followed as written. However, admissions staff are referred to as admissions 
advisors in the catalog, organizational chart, and elsewhere (Section 3-1-412(d)). 

C. What is the transfer of credit policy? Summarize evidence that the institution is following its policy in 
all instances of transfer students' acceptance. 

1fhe institution's transfer of credit of policy as stated in the catalog reads: 

Transfer students must meet the admission requirements in effect at the time of matriculation and 
must comply with the same admission procedures for each selected educational program as 
mentioned above. However, each and every course considered for transfer must be compatible to 
a course offered for the same program of /GU with respect to the following, but not limited to: 
course title, course description and the number of credit hours. In recommendation of the 
Admissions Committee, the Academic Dean approves or disapproves transfer of credit for any 
course after a thorough and rigorous course-by-course evaluation. 

A student shall complete a minimum of 50% of course work at /G U in order to be granted a 
bachelor's degree from /GU. At the bachelor's level, the maximum number of transfer credits for 
students is 50% of the program. 

The majority of credits required for a master degree program must be completed at /GU. 

TC can be awardedfor courses with a "C" grade (4.00 scale) or above for undergraduate 
courses and with a letter grade "B" for graduate courses. Courses that are of a technical nature 
must have been completed within a recent time period (less than 7 years) to be considered for a 
TC award. Applicable courses taken for credit at international/foreign institutions must be 
evaluated by an approved Credential Evaluation Agency before a TC award can be considered. 

All international initial, returning and transfer -in students are required to complete a minimum 
one quarter at /GU before becoming eligible for transfer-out to another institution. A request for 
transfer-out must be submitted before the first day of classes . 

he bachelor's degree is 180 quarter credits and the master's degree is 54 quarter credits. Following a 
review of a sam ling of student files, the team makes the following observations: 

(b)(6) 
with an expected 

'----r-,-,----,C""""":-""----,l"""T""------.-.....,..,,...,...,,.........,.~--,----,.----r,-.......,..~..-----....,---,.-----r-,,...,.....,......--' 
comp et10n ate o anuary , e trans erre ere its rom and is currently taking 
13.50 credits in the winter 2018 term. In addition to receiving credit for more than 50 percent of her 
completed coursework, she also received transfer credit for MA T310 Descriptive Statistics to satisfy 
IT205 Numerica l Analysis. 

~ & ~-----------------------------------~ 
transferred 67.50 credits and is currently taking 13.50. He received credit for FIN200 Financial 
Management to satisfy BUS210 Princi les of Management; FINl00 Introduction to Finance AND 
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BUSlO0 Introduction to Finance (two entries in the system) to satisfy MAT101 Algebra; ECOlO0 
Principle of Economics for MAT102 Calculus; CIS 113 Basic Networking for IT101 Introduction to 
Computers; BUSlO0 Introduction to Business (also recorded as Introduction to Finance) for BUS201 
Business Communication; and CIS481Artificial Intelligence for MGT311 Engineering Management. 

(b)(6) received college credit 
for a basic preparatory course, ENG020 Improve College Reading Skills, to satisfy ENG101 English 
Com osition. 

~b)(
5

> I-ACC502 Accounting Information System was accepted for 
MBA515 IT for Managers; ACC500 Financial Accounting for MBA521Managerial Accounting; and 
LEG500 Commercial Law for MBA5 l 7 Business Law and Ethics. 

l(b)(6) received credit for MKT520 Marketing Strategies based on MKE652 
International Marketing, but students Orkhon Tserendavaa, Dashtsermaa Tumur-Ochir, and Dilnar 

asmukanova received credit for the same course based on MKT501 Marketing Management. 

l(b)(
5

) !received credit for MBA511 Leadership & Management based on MGT5180 
Operations Management; and MBA515 IT for Managers based on MGT5460 Business Intelligence. 

fb><5> !received credit for IT601 IT and Organizational Sustainability 
based on CIS576 Software Quality Assurance II; MBA521 Managerial Accounting based on ACC500 
Financial Accounting; and MBA5 l 5 IT for Managers based on CIS500 Management of Information 
Systems. 

l(b)(5) I received credit for MBA511 Leadership & Management based on CIS570 E-
Business Technology and Management; MBA521 Managerial Accounting based on FIN500 Advanced 
Financial Management; and IT601 IT and Organizational Sustainability based on CIS500 Management 
of Information Systems. 

i<b)(6) I student with 49.50 transfer credit , received credit for MAT101 Algebra based on 
MTH151 Math for Liberal Arts I (The general purpose of this course is to give the student an 
appreciation for the uses of mathematics in the contemporary world and to develop ability by the student 
to solve certain mathematical problems in a logical manner); and ENG102 Critical Writing based on 
ENGL203 Western Literature Masterworks I. 

l .... (b_)(6_> ___________ __.I-received credit for MBA511 Leadership & Management based on 
MGT550 Project Management. 

l(b)(6) ~ received credit for MGT360 Total Quality Management based on Human 
Resources Development (St. Peter's College of London); for MGT311 Engineering Management based 
on MGT435 Global Business Management; and for MGT355 Entrepreneurship and Small Business 
Management based on Marketing Planning. 

l .... (b_><
5
_> __ ~~~~-~-----------'I received credit for IT101 Introduction to Computers 

based on CIS 150 Intro Networking. 
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l(b)(B), received credit for IT101 Introduction to Computers based on 
HCM300 Intro to Health Informatics; BUS201 Business Communication based on BUSlO0 Introduction 
to Business; HUM101 World Religion and Cultures based on HUM200 Logic (accepted for Philosophy 
elsewhere); and SOClOl Introduction to Sociology based on COMlO0 Leadershi , Strategy, and 
Communication. 

l(b)(B) ~ received credit for MBA521 Managerial Accounting based on 
ACC500 Financial Accounting; and MBAS 15 IT for Managers based on AC502 Accounting 
Information Systems. 

r'=b-=-><
5
_> __ __,,...,.---,-----------'1 - received credit for MATlOl Algebra based on MAT002 

Elementary Algebra. 

ffhe team was unable to speak with the dean, who is recorded as the sole individual responsible for the 
review and approval of transfer credits upon submission by Dr. Cho to the Populi system. Instead, Dr. 
Karaburk shared that it is rather a team effort but was unable to rovide the documentation to su ort 
the rationale for these credits that were accepted. 

(Section 3-1-303(a)): There is no evidence that accurate records are maintained relative to students' 
academic records. The recording of course numbers in the system to reflect the acceptance of transfer of 
credit needs to be evaluated and explained. As noted above, BUS 100 is recorded as both Introduction to 
Business and Introduction to Finance. Students receive transfer of credit for the same course using 
different courses in transfer, and two unique courses were used to satisfy the requirement for the same 
course for the same student. 

(Section 3-1-413): There is no evidence of a systematic process for the evaluation and approva l of credit 
for transfer. The team is gravely concerned that credits are being accepted without a quality review that 
includes oversight to ensure equity and consistency. The list above is a short list of all the students who 
received credit for courses being transferred in from various institutions. Further, in some cases, students 
have transferred about 70 percent of their courses, which contradicts the institution's stated policy and 
ACICS requirements for graduate degrees (Sections 3-6-603). 

D. Does the institution offer scholarships? Summarize evidence that the criteria published and accurate? 

he institution offers five scholarshi s as detailed on ~ge 29 of its 2018 catalog, which include: 

-First Country ScholarshiQ (Two students have received it.) 

-Life-Long Leaming (L3) ScholarshiQ 

-Academic Merit ScholarshiQ 

-Scholarshi for Military Personnel, Veterans, and De endents 

-U.S. Em loyer Matching Scholarship (up to 50 ercent) 

he team reviewed ledger cards and student files for those students reviewed for transfer of credit. The 
scholarships awarded to students do not match up to the five scholarships listed in the catalog. 
(Sections 3-1-431(b), 3-1-701, and Appendix C). Further, while there were meeting minutes that 
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showed the scholarships approved (with varying amounts) or denied , there were no applications or 
discussion on the review of these applications, consistent with the criteria outlined in the catalog . The 
student files did not include scholarship applications to support the awards noted on their ledger cards. 
[nstead of the actual scholarships being awarded, ledger cards only noted "10% scholarshi ," "20 
scholarship," which was confirmed by the finance manager. 

Dr. Cho shared that some students received almost full scholarships when the programs were just 
starting to build enrollment and as such, are legacy programs. Similarly, some students who are also 
staff members (including staff Wasley and Zola), have received a 100 percent "Lifelong Learning 
Scholarship," but the criteria state that scholarship is up to a 50 percent award. 

Many transfer students received, but not consistently, a $500/class "scholarship." This scholarship, 
which is really a discount, is not disclosed in the catalog. However, Dr. Karaburk explained it to be the 
current interpretation of the U.S. Employer Matching Scholarship , which will be "revised" to include 
institutions. Consequently, the institution is offering an unpublished scholarship. Further, there is 
evidence that ACCT students have also received a "referral fee" for referring other ACCT students to 
the University. This referral fee is reflected on the ledger cards . Dr. Karaburk again asserts that this was 
an old practice; however , these transactions are fairly recent. 

IT'here is also reference to an ESL to MB scholarship on ledger cards; but this scholarship is no~ 
clisclosed in the catalog, with no details on how it is awarded, to whom, and based on what criteria. 

E. Are tuition and fees clearly disclosed in the catalog and is there evidence that they are applied 
consistently to all similarly circumstanced students? 

(Sections 3-1-432(a), 3-1-701, and Appendix C): It is not evident that tuition and fees are clearly 
disclosed in the catalog or that they are consistently applied. As previously noted in the section detailing 
scholarship awards and disbursements, some students received discounts on tuition and others, admitted 
at the same time, did not receive discounts. 

F. What are the recruitment policies and procedure s? How is respon sible for the oversight of recruitment 
activities? How are recruitment personnel trained, monitored, and evaluated? If third party recruiters and 
lead generators are used, are there contracts on file that ensure that the campus trains and monitors their 
activities? 

IT'here is only one marketing/recruitment manager , Ms. Milica Mitic , who reports directly to Dr. 
Karaburk. Extensive training was conducted in 2017 in preparation for the institution's application with 
ACCSC. As of June 30, 2017, all third-party recruitment contracts were frozen because of ACCSC's 
position on the matter, according to Dr. Karaburk. 

G. Summarize interview s with the leadership concerning its recruitment of student s displaced by the 

closing of the American College of Commerce and Technology. 

Dr. Karaburk, as the on-site administrator, was asked directly if the institution was working with ACCT 
to facilitate the transfer of students given the $500/class scholarships, the 50 percent discounts, the 
$500/$200 referral for bachelor's and master's /ESL, respectively, and other accommodations seemingly 
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made for these students. He stated that there is no agreeme nt and no targeted strategy to recruit ACCT 
students, even though between 50 and 60 students have transferred to the University. 

3. EDUCATION ACTIVITIES 

During its review of the programs to evaluate the impleme ntation of the transfer of credit policy, the 
team noted that one course, listed as general education, ITlOl Introduction to Computers (4.5 credits), is 
required in the bachelor's degrees in information technology and business administration programs. 
However, as outlined in the Glossary of Definitions in the Accreditation Criteria, this course does not 
meet the requirement for general education but is listed as one of the general education courses required 
for the BSIT and BBA programs (Section 3-5-202). As a result, the bachelor's degree programs do not 
have a minimum of 54 genera l education quarter credits (see page 59 of the catalog). Without the 
computer course, the programs include 49.5 quarter credit hours of general education. 

Further, a review of the programs approved by ACICS determined that the ESL program is not fully 
disclosed in the cata log as approved, to include all required elements (Section 3-1-701 and Appendix 
C). 
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SUMMARY 

Based on the team's review, the following areas require an explanatory response: 

Number Section Summarv Statement 
1. 3-1-303(a) Records are not appropriately maintained to reflect courses reviewed 

and approved for transfer award (pages 3-5). 
2. 3-1-412 (d) Enrollm ent personnel (admissions) are called advisors (page 3). 
3. 3-1-413 and There is no evidence that credits are accepted for transfer based on a 

3-6-603 systematic method of evaluation, which includes awarding transfer 
credit to satisfy current course requirements (pages 3-5). 

4. 3-1-431 (b), 3-1-701 , All institutionally financed scholarships are not described in the 
and App endix C catalog, and ledger cards include scholarships that are not aligned 

with those publ ished (pages 5 and 6). 
5. 3-1-432(a) , 3-1-701, All tuition and fees are not clearly stated in the catalog, and there is 

and App endix C no evidence that the schedule of charges is being uniformly 
admini stered to similarly circumstanced students (page 6). 

6. 3-1-701 and The ESL program is not fully disclosed in the catalog as approved, to 
Appendix C include all required pro!!ram disclosures (page 7). 

7. 3-5-202 One general education course does not meet Council' s standards. 
Consequently, the bachelor's degree program does not include the 
required 54 quarter credits minimum for general education (page 7). 



At-Risk Institutions Group (ARIG) 
March 1, 2018 Meeting Agenda & Minutes 

Committee Members 
Ms. Michelle Edward s, Preside nt 

Ms. Perliter Walte rs-Gill iam, Vice President - Accreditat ion 

Mr. Steven Gelfoun d, Vice Preside nt - Operations (Absent) 

Ms. Karly Zeigler, Mana ger - Institutional Compliance 

Ms. Katie Morri son, Senior Coordinator - Accreditation Compliance 

Old Business 
1. California Univers ity of Manag emen t and Sciences (CALUMS ) - Outcom e of BPPE Accusation 

In the light of the institution's admission of guilt, and the BPPE 's stayed revocation order with a 5-

year probation, the Committee discussed possible recommendations for the Council's conside ration 
of the institution's RA application which is currently under a compliance warning. While the 
institution had sati:,factorily addressed all findings related to its renewal review which was completed 
last yea r, the pending court proceedings for this Accusation resulted in the Council placing the 

institution on compliance warning and extending its grant through April 2018. To pro vide additional 
context for the Council, staff will prepare the following materials to be included in the file review: 

• Review the institution's current ownership structure to determine if any officers or 
shareholders are identified as being banned from such ownership as outlined in item #18 in 

the settlement. 

• Review the institution's student enrollment data as reported on the First Quarter Report (due 
today) to determine the number of students currently impacted by any adverse action. 

• Follow up with Karen Johnson, Special Agent, at the BPPE to see (l she is able to provide 
any additional information or context to the settlement . 

• Review financial records to determine if there is a pending concern with financial stability in 

light of the restriction on new enrollment, and disclosure required to prospective students . 

2. Everest Univers ity - South Orlando Thr eat Follow -Up 

Following the visit by the CT police, during which the complainant agreed to stop communication, 

another complaint was received. Staff will prepare a time line of communication to and from the 
complainant with ACICS for legal review and action. The Group discussed the acknowledgement of 
the complaint even if there were no areas of Criteria violation. 

New Business 
l. American University of Bosnia & Herzegov ina (AU BiH) 

Given the areas identified in the complaint, an unannounced visit would have been appropriate if the 
institution was located within the US or its territories. Being an international institution, located 

outside of the major city, travel to and through would be challenging . That being the case, the 
institution should be askedfor a detailed response with notice that it will be reviewed by the Council 
for action. 



2. Fortis Institute - Erie (two previo us UA visits - 2016 and 2018) 

This institution's grant will expire automatically on April 30, 2018, as they choose not to renew their 
accreditation with AC/CS, being in application with ACCSC. However, this is at least the 3'"'1 

complaint that includes similar allegations about supplies, books, faculty, etc. As noted, a visit was 

most recently conducted in January 2018 after receipt of a complaint from a former faculty in the 
same MA program and the campus's cancelation of the RA visit. The Group advised that even though 
the campus will cease to be accredited at the end of April, a review of this complaint should be tied to 

the pending review of the Unannounced visit that was recently conducted (there was one finding) . 

3. Miami Regiona l University 
Given the generalizations of the complaint, additional information will be requested in order to 

determine (f"an investigation can be conducted on those areas that pertain to the Accreditation 
Criteria. 



AT-RISK INSTITUTIONS' GROUP (ARIG) EXTERNAL INFORMATION REVIEW 
APRIL2018 

Open External Inform ation Review: 
Closed Reviews: 

Open External Information Review: 

3 cases 
2 cases 

1. California University of Management and Sciences - BPPE Settlement, 
Anaheim, CA 
In September 2017, th e institution's president, Dr. David Park, informed ACICS that 
the Bureau of Private and Postsecondary Education ((BPPE) had formally filed an 
Accusation against the institution to which it was responding. Soon thereafter, after 
speaking wit h BPPE Agent, Karen Johnson about the Accusation, an onsite review 
was facilitated by Ms. Michelle Edwards, ACICS President, and Dr. Judee Timm, 
ACICS Commissioner. The team's report, which had no findings, was added as a 
supp lement to the insti tut ion 's outstanding compliance warning action for its 
renewa l of accreditation review. Given that the court date was set for early 2018, 
the Council acted to continue the compliance warn ing action and request that the 
institution provide an update on the BPPE Accusation. 

April 2018: 
On February 14, 2018, the institution reached a Settlement with the BPPE, which in 
summa ry, was its admission of guilt on all allega tion s. While this admission resulted 
in the REVOCATION of th e institution's license, the settlement resulted in a STAY of 
that decision with a 5-year prob ation and an extensive number of st ipulat ions 
( copies provided). 

In light of the current review of the institution's renewal of accreditation, guidance 
and a recommendation would be needed from th e Business Practices Committee 
(BPC). 

2. American National University (formerly known as National College) -
Kentucky Attorney General's Office 

Summary of Issues: 
The Kentucky Attorney General's launched an investigation into Daymar Colleges in 
that sta te, citing misrepresentation, admission of students not meeting requirement, 
falsification of grades etc. They also launched an investigation into National 
College, citing misrepresentation of placement rates based on a calcula tion that 
National was using on their website. (20 12) 

December 2016 Status: 
According to the update prov ided by American National University, discov ery 



disputes have slowed the process with both parties filing motions to compel. There 
was an original trial date set for October 10 - 17, 2016 but that had to be 
rescheduled as a result of the August 25, 2016 hearing during which the Court 
extended the discovery process. A status conference has been set for January 18, 
2017 at which time the Court will evaluate the progress made to determine the need 
for continued discovery or to set a trial date. Finally, the Judge who considered the 
case on August 25 has since announced his retirement and a new judge has not yet 
been appointed. 

April 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still 
in the discovery phase. The institution reported that at the January 18, 2017 status 
conference, additional discovery issues were discussed and an additional status 
conference was scheduled for May 31, 2017. A new judge was appointed to fill the 
vacancy which will be created by the August 2017 retirement of the current judge 
hearing the case. The necessity for the new judge to update themselves on the 
litigation will possibly delay the proceedings. The institution anticipates the trial 
date to be set in early to mid-2018. 

Aueust 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still 
in the discovery phase of the litigation and an extended deadline for discovery is not 
September 1, 2017. The parties are negotiating scheduling of additional depositions 
but the institution anticipates that there will be no further extensions of the 
discovery deadline; the trial is currently set for January 8, 2018. A hearing was held 
on July 19, 2017 to consider several pre-trial motions. One motion was granted with 
the effect of limiting damages and three others are pending the court's decision. 

December 2017 Status: 
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is 
scheduled for trial from January 8, 2018 - January 19, 2018. The institution noted 
that the Court has determined that the AG is not entitled to a jury trial in the matter 
so that it would be only be heard by the judge. Several additional motions are 
pending, including partial summary judgment which, if granted, would further alter 
the shape of the litigation at trial. 

April 2018: 
A summary of the proceedings along with a copy of the Court's decision was 
submitted to ACICS. The institution made note of the following conclusions by the 
Court concerning the allegations made by the AG: 
1. Disclosed and published graduate Employment rates instead of job placement 

rates (with an explanation) was misleading and a violation of the Kentucky 
Consumer Protection Act (KCPA) but not willful or arising to the standard of 
inexcusable carelessness. 
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2. Use of outdated emp loyment rates on its website was false and accord ingly a 
violation of the KCPA but again, not willful or arising to the standard of 
inexcusable care lessness. 

The Court determ ined that for the two findings above, the College HAD committed a 
willful violat ion and every day that the employment rates were on the webs ite 
constituted a separate violation - totaling 1148 violat ions. Instead of the ruling in 
the AG's favor for the MAXIMUM penalty per violat ion ($2000), the Court assessed a 
$20 /vio lation instead totally $22960. 

The ins t itution had not yet made the decision to move the Court to reconsider its 
find ings or appea l the Court's dec ision and will prov ide an update to ACICS as soon 
as it was available to share. 

Conclusion: Continued monitor ing of th is matter. The corporation has a number of 
institutions accredited by ACICS, one of which (in Salem) recently withdrew its 
accreditation after successful transition to DEAC. Furt her, this insti tution (four 
campuses in KY) is currently under consideration by ASHES at its May 20 18 
meeting. 
A number of SA show-cause directives have been taken or are recommended for a 
number of campuses. Fina ncial review actions or discussions will also be noted as 
part of the monitoring process . 

3. Harris College of Business/Pr emier e Education Group - NY Times, Linwood, NJ 

Summa ry of Issu e: 
News med ia re por ts from Feb ru ary 20 14 descr ibe d lit igation filed aga inst Har ris 
College of Business by former emplo yees conten ding that school officials "rou tinely 
misled stud ent s about th eir career pros pects, an d falsified recor ds to enro ll th em 
and kee p th em enro lled." The compl aint is an ame nded vers ion of a qu i tam / False 
Claims Act laws uit bro ught by the same indi vidua ls in 2011 bu t undi sclos ed 
publicly. After formal inves tigation s, both Federal and State prosec ut or s declined to 
pro sec ute t he allegat ions under feder al an d sta te whist le blower stat utes . The 
ind ividuals then decided to pursue lit igat ion throu gh civil act ion , which promp te d 
the public disclosur e an d coverage by th e news me dia. (2014) 

April 2016 Status: 
Harris School of Business continues to contest the appeal of the former favorable 
court decision by the state of New Jersey. One of the key issues will be argued in 
front of the New Jersey Supreme Court in April. The institution noted that the state 
Department of Justice had declined to intervene in the matter after reviewing the 
allegations and numerous documents. 
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April 2017 Status: 
The inst itut ion's response indicated that on February 11, 201 7, the parties 
submitted sup plementa l briefs to the court, but no further action has been taken in 
the case by either party or the court. 

April 2018 Status: 
No follow up information has been received from the insti tution. 

Conclusion: ARlG will continu e to monitor th e Harr is College of Business/ Pre mier 
Education Group case, taking into cons idera tion oth er r isk facto rs . 

Closed Cases: 

1. Career Education Corporation - NY & FL Offices of Attorneys 
General/ USDOE 

Summary of Issues: 
While submitting docum ents for a subpoena issu ed by the New York Attorn ey 
General's office, Career Education Corporation (CEC) report ed findings of improper 
placement practices at some of its campuses. They launched an internal 
investigation to try and discover how the practices affected their reported 
placement rates. Meanwhile, state investigations were also initiated in Florida and 
Illinois. All of the State Attorney General activity is based on verification that the 
schools have not violated various consumer protection laws in the state. The states 
have subpo enaed documents relating to marketing, adve rtising, recruitment, 
placement and student outcomes. 

The state initiated investigations led to an inquiry from th e Chicago/ Denver School 
Participation Team of the USDOE, requesting copies of all subpoena ed documents 
and all adverse information responses. 

ACICS was notified that ACCSC opened adverse against their CEC schools and ask ed 
for a response to the issues. Subsequently, ten campuses of CEC were show -caused 
by ACCSC, citing the integrity of their placement practices and employment data. 

See previous reports for the chronology of review 

April 2017 Status: 
The last campus (main in Tampa) accredited by AC/CS will close on April 29, 2018. 
Consequently, the monitoring of this matter is closed. 

2. Spencerian College - Attorney General of Kentucky, Louisville & Lexington 

Summary of Issues: 
The Attorney General of Kentucky has filed a lawsuit claiming that Spencerian 
College violated the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act, by providing unfair, false, 
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misleading and deceptive information to consumers about job placement rates, 
graduation success and Spencerian operations in general. Specifically, the complaint 
alleges discrepancies between placement rates reported to ACICS and those 
advertised by Spencerian. (2013) 

Conclusion: The institution withdrew its ACICS accreditation on December 12, 
2017. The matter is closed. 
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Appendix A 

Summary of On-site Evaluations Initiated by ARIG in Winter 2018 

Visit Start 
School ID Institution Name Visit Location Date Reason for Visit Comment 

Investigation of complaint 
concerning the recruitment 
and admissio n of students Institution withdrew 
from ACCT (closed in its accreditation 

00051218 iGlobal University Vienna, VA 01.11.18 December) 04.06.18 
Investigation of complaint None - there were 
concerning the recruitmen t no .findings and the 
and admission of students institution is not set 
from ACCT (closed in for a review until 

000 19411 Stratford Universi ty Falls Church, VA 01.11.1 8 December) 2019 
The institut ion was 
choosing to let its 
extended grant 

Quality assurance review in expir e on 04.30 .18 
lieu of a full renewal due the but is on the agenda 
campus's planned 20 18 with a request for 

00010 934 Fortis Institute Irie, PA 01.18.18 closure. reconsiderat ion 
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ARIG Meeting Agenda 
May 10, 2018 

Attendees: 

Michelle Edwards, President 
Karly Zeigler, Manager of Policy and Institutional Compliance 

Kay Rapko, 

Perliter Walters-Gilliam, VP Accreditation 

OLD BUSINESS 

1. Flor ida Career College - Media Report about loss of VA approval. 

The institution provided a response to the request for an explanation which was 

received and reviewed by the BPC at the April 2018 meeting. As a result of its, review, 

the Council directed unannounced visits to evaluate the record-keeping practices at 

various campuses . It was also noted that the institution will be undergoing the renewal 
of accreditation process in the Fall 2018 cycle. 

2. Miami Regional University comp laint 

Additional information was requested from the group of students who sent the 
complaint in via postal ma if ... no response was received and the matter is closed. 

However, the institution is scheduled to undergo the renewal accreditation process in 
Fall 2018 and the team will be appraised accordingly. 

3. American Univers ity of Bosnia an d Herzgovi na 

Detailed response received to detail compliance 

4. Fortis Institut e Erie 

While the campus addressed the one finding identified in the unannounced , a full team 
visit will be conducted in the spring to evaluate full compliance. 

5. Everest University Complainant 

The matter is in the courts and beyond AC/CS. 

6. Grassley Letter Response 

Consultation with external experts on the preparation of a letter to Senator Grassley. 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. Discussion of access to H CM Actions by SF A 
2. Florida Career College -



a. Recent Program Review 

b. Council Directed Unannounced Visits (3) 
c. Open Complaints and SA actions 

3. Virginia College, LLC Institutional Show-Cause (FYI) 
4. Northwestern Polytechnic University - Class Action Lawsuit 

Request information from the institution on the lawsuit and any development on the 
matter . 

5. Humacao Community College Complaint - on the fall 2018 evaluation cycle so 
allegations will be incorporated into the review. 



Case Name: In the Matter of Accrediting Council for 
Independent Colleges and Schools 

Docket No.: 16-44-0 

Filing Party: Respondent, Accrediting Council for Independent 
Colleges and Schools 

Exhibit No.: B-0-162 



May 2, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

Ms. Paula Ciolek 
Interim Campus Director 
American National University 
125 South Killarney Lane 
Richmond, KY 40475 

Subject : Renewal of Accreditation - Deferral Letter 

Dear Ms. Ciolek: 

ID Code 000104 56(BC) 

acics25@national-college.edu 

At its April 2017 meeting , the Council cons idered your campus's application for a renewal of 
accreditation, the visit report, and the response. The visit yielded four findings, of which the 
institution has satisfied one to the satisfactio n of the Council. As a result of its review , the Council 
requires additional information in the following areas of the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. The Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) does not include an explanation of how data will be 
used to improve the educational process (Section 3-1-111 and Appendix K). In response to 
the finding, the campus submitted a revised 2017 CEP that included a discussion of how the 
data collected from various activities of each element of the CEP will be used to improve the 
educational process, except there was no data and analysis provided for the graduation rates 
element of the CEP . 

2. The campus does not conduct follow-up studies on gradua te satisfaction at specific 
measuring point s following placement of the graduate (Section 3-l-44l(c)) . In response to 
the finding, the campus submitted documentation of the policy and a sample of a survey 
conducted following confirmation of the placement. However, there was no evidence that 
surveys were administered at specific measuring points following placement of the graduate. 

3. The written catalog does not match the online catalog, student services information is omitted 
from the printed and online versions of the catalog, and the campus does not update the 
catalog at approp1iate intervals (Sections 3-1-700, 3- 1-701, and Appendix C). In response to 
the finding, the campus identified student services addressed in the catalog on various pages. 
The camp us also explained that the online, multiple-campus catalog is systemat ically updated 
each month. However, the hard copy catalog is not being updated appropriate ly; rather, 
updates or revisio ns are located in a large addendum . Also, full-t ime faculty are not identified 
for the campus in the online catalog. 
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ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



Ms. Paula Ciolek 
May 2, 2017 
Page2 

Council Action 

Therefore, the Council acted to continue the current grant of accreditation through December 31, 
2017, and to defer further action until its August 20 17 meeting pending receipt of the following 
information: 

1. Documentation that the campus has collected appropriate data and analysis of graduatio n 
rates and included it within the CEP. The campus must describe the methodologies used to 
collect data, provide a rationale for using that data, as well as a summary and analysis of the 
data collected. The CEP must also include an explanation of how the data is being used to 
improve the educational processes at the campus and any changes made to the educational 
processes that are directly related to the collection and analysis of these data . 

2. Evidence of follow-up studies on employer and graduate satisfaction , conducted at specific 
measuring point following placement of the graduates. The campus must disclose what 
specific measuring points are utilized for assessment and submit a summary of findings once 
the surveys have been collected. The intuition must also submit the graduate and employer 
surveys. 

3. Evidence that both the physical and online multiple-campus catalogs are accurate, consistent, 
and are updated at appropriate intervals. Documentation must include, but is not limited to, a 
draft physical catalog and a draft online catalog that contain consistent information, including 
a list of full-time faculty as well as administrators for each campus. 

The information or reports listed above must be received in the Council office electronically by June 
30, 2017 . The institution's ongoing attention and efforts toward continuous improvement are a very 
important component of its accredited stat us, and your responsiveness to this Council action letter is 
essential to a favorable outcome for both the institution and its students. 

Please contact Ms. Karly Zeigler at kzeigler@acics.org or (202) 336-6846 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

I~"'' 
Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 

c: Ms. Keeley Gadd, Lexington main campus (acics21@nat ional-college.edu) 
Ms. Sarah Levy, Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education (sarah.levy@ky.gov) 



May 1, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

Mr. Roy Hurd 
President and CEO 
Empire College 
3035 Cleveland A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation - Compliance Warning 

Dear Mr. Hurd : 

ID Code 00010602 (MC) 

acics@empi recollege.com 

At its April 2017 meeting, the Council considered your institution's application for renewal of 
accreditation, the team's visit report, and the institution 's response to the report. The visit yielded 
three findings, one of which was satisfactorily addressed. As a result of its review, the Council 
found the following based on the A ccreditation Criteria: 

1. There is no evidence that credits are being properly awarded in two classes (Section 3-1-
516( a)(i) ). At the time of the team' s visit, three students were being given credit for two 
different courses that were being taught in the same classroom at the same time. 
Although the classes were rescheduled prior to its departure, the team was concerned 
whether the coursework already completed for that term would satisfy the contact hour 
requirement in both courses. 

In response to this finding, the institution asserted that this was an unintentional, one-time 
occurrence and that the hours have been completed appropriately by the three students. 
The institution also submitted updated schedules and a copy of its new procedure to avoid 
any future duplicate schedules . However, since the change in schedules occurred after the 
start of the term, there is no documentation to evidence that the students completed the 
appropri ate contact hours for credit to be granted in both classes. 

2. There is no evidence that Pharmacology courses are being taught by qualified faculty 
members (Section 3-3-302(d)). In response to the finding, the campus submitted a 
nan·ative explanation that the current term has ended and Ms. Judith Baker, the instructor 
noted as not being qualified to teach, will not be teaching phanna cology courses in the 
future. AdditionaJiy, transcripts of pharmacology coursework completed at the institution 
were provided for two medical assisting instructors, whom the institution noted would be 
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assigned to the courses in the future. However, there was no indication that one or both of 
the newly appointed pharmacology instructors have been assigned to teach the course in 
the current term ; that the course has been added to their teaching schedule; or that they 
have demonstrated competency in the subject area, beyond the limited coursework 
completed at Empire College, with no evidence of any field certifications or work 
experience. 

Council Action 

Therefore, the Council acted to place your campus on compliance warning , continue the current 
grant of accreditation through December 31, 2017, and require the following information for 
subsequent review at its August 2017 meeting: 

1. Evidence that Ms. Alej andra Infante, Ms. Sandra Torres, and Ms. Noe l Wood completed 
the necessary contact hours for both the MDN400B Medical Career Prep and MDN255 
Medical Assistant Certification Exam courses in the Janu ary 30, 2017-March 9, 2017 
term. Documentation must includ e a summary of the number of hours that were 
completed concurrently prior to the rescheduling of the courses; how the institution 
supplemented the content for these hours to satisfy both courses; a schedule of the make­
up classes provided to the students; and sign-in sheets to evidence the students' 
completion of the hours. Additionally, the institution must submit a copy of the students' 
academic records . 

2. Evidence that the pharmacology courses are taught by qualified instructors. 
Documentation must include a current teaching schedule with faculty assignments, a 
revised data sheet and notice to Ms. Baker to reflect her reassignment from teaching the 
course, and documentation to support the specific competencies of Ms. Lisa Schumann 
Mijares and Ms. Nancy Stuart in the subject area. The documentation for Ms. Mijares and 
Ms. Stuart must include clear and compelling evidence, such as certifications and/or 
specific work experience with employer attestations, and any other factors that bear on 
their qualifications. 

The information or reports listed above must be received in the Council office electronically by 
June 30, 2017. The institution's ongoing attention and efforts toward continuou s improvement 
are a very important component of its accredited status, and your respon siveness to this Council 
action letter is both appreciated and essential to a favorable outcome for both the institution and 
its students. 
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Please contact Ms. Karl y Zeig ler at kzeigler@acics.org or (202) 336-6846 if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 

c. Ms. Cath y Sheffield, Acc reditation and State Liai son, U.S . Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 

Ms. Martina Fernandez- Rosario, U.S. Department of Education , School Particip ation 
Team - Region IX (martina.fernandez-rosario@ed.gov) 

Ms . Leeza Rifredi , Bur eau For Private Postsecondary Educat ion 
(Leeza. Rifredi@dca.ca . gov) 



;'.-CIC :, I 

August 26, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL AND UPS DELIVERY 

Ms. Debra Hooper 
Vice President/Director 

acics.lac@living-arts-college.edu 

Living Arts College @ School of Communication Arts 
3000 Wakefield Crossing Drive 
Raleigh, NC 23814 

Dear Ms. Hooper: 

LIVING ARTS COLLEGE @ SCHOOL OF COMMUNICATION ARTS, 
RALEIGH ,N C 

LIVING ARTS INSTIT UTE@ SCHOOL OF COMMUNTCA TTON ARTS, 
WINSTON -SALEM, NC 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation Show-Cause Directive Letter 

ID CODE 00023814(MC) 

TD CODE 00033024(BC) 

The Council reviewed your institution at its recent meeting , including the institution's 
application for renewal of accreditation, the reports for the on-site evaluation visits conducted in 
May 2016 , and the institution 's response to the visit report s. As a result of its review , the Counci l 
found the following based on the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. The placement rate could not be verified in a number of program s at both the Winston­
Salem and Raleigh campuses. The institution has not demon strated a process of careful 
recordkeepi ng due to numerous inaccuracies and inconsistencies found during the on-site 
evaluation visits and numerous revisions made to the Campus Accountability Report 
(CAR) submitt ed in the institutional response as a result of these findings (Sections 3-1-
303(a) and 3-1-203). 

2. The camp us does not maintain documentation indicatin g approva l of the use of 
commendations in its advertising (Sections 3-1-703 and Appendix C). 

Council Action 

Due to the seriou s nature of the findings discovered during the institution 's on-site evaluation 
visit and the inability of the institution to provide evidence to satisfactorily resolve these 
findings, the Council directed the institution to show-cause why its application for accreditation 
should not be denied or otherwise conditioned during the December 2016 review cycle . The 
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institution is required to review and follow the Council hearing procedures as detailed in Section 
2-3-500 of the Accreditation Criteria and the "Schedu le of Fees" listing on the ACICS website. 
The institution must provide the appropriate notification and fee within ten days of receipt of this 
notice. 

In response to the show-cause directive, the institution must submit the following informati on by 
November 1, 2016 : 

1. Evidence that supports the placement of graduates as indicated on the 2015 Campus 
Accountabi lity Report (CAR). 

Winston-Sa lem campus 

Evidence of placement verification and waiver documentation for those students 
identified in the team' s report and not addressed in the campus response, or incompletely 
addressed in the response as listed below: 

Graduate/Program Status on original CAR, not Status on CAR revised 
verified during the team visit July 1, 2016 

b)(6) I Placed by title (Home Care Placed by skill: no further 
Medical Assistant (MA) Attendant) documentation provided 

l<b)(6) I Placed by skill (not employed) Placed by benefit: no further 
MA documentation provided 
l<b)(6) I Placed by benefit (Medication Not available for placement due 
MA Aid, benefit not confirmed by to continuing education: no 

graduate) further documentation provided 
l<b)(6) I Placed by benefit (CNA) Placed by benefit: attestat ion of 
Nwaoko lo, MA benefit provided, but no 

supporting documentation to 
evidence benefit 

~b)(6) I Placed by title (Administrative Placed by skill: attestation of 
Hicks , MA Coordinator at health services benefit and resume provided, but 

agency) no documentation to support 
skills utilized in position 

l(b)(6) I Placed by title (CNA) Placed by benefit: no further 
MA documentation provided 
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Graduate/Program Status on original CAR, not Status on CAR revised 
verified durine: the team visit Jul:v 1. 2016 

[ b )(6) IMA Placed by skill (Habi litation Placed by benefit: resume and 
Technician) exit interview provided, but no 

attestation and supporting 
document to evidence benefit 

b)(6) I Placed by skill (Habilitatio n Placed by benefit: resume and 
MA Technician) exit interview provided, but no 

attestation of benefit and 
supporting docume nt to evidence 
benefit 

Kb)(6) I Placed by title (Front Desk Placed by skill: attestation of 
Massage Therapy (MT) Associate) benefit provided, but no 

l(b)(6) 

documentation to support skills 
used in position 

I MT Not working (not reviewed Placed by title: e-mai l dated 
during visit because of "not 6/22/16 from employing 
working" status") company provided, but no date 

of employment given or other 
supporti ng docume ntation 

The Counci l has serious concerns with the lack of accurate and substantive recordkeeping 
evidenced in the submission of the 2015 CAR and the respo nse materia ls relating to 
placement classifications. The campus changed a number of placeme nt classifications , 
including graduates who were placed by title or by skill into placed by benefit, and one 
graduate who was classified oligina lly as not working into placed by title. These concerns 
are heightened by the fact that the camp us, in its original submission of the 2015 CAR , 
had a stated placement rate of 59.6 percent. 

The Counci l finds a serious lack of credibility with the institution 's misclas sification of 
the placed by benefit category, which should not and cannot be used as a way to 
circumvent placing a graduate who does not meet the placed by title or by skill 
classification . For examp le, the campus has a student who was placed as a Certified 
Nursing Assistant (CNA) following completion of their Medical Assistant program. The 
camp us cannot determine that this student is placed unless there is specific evidence that 
the student needed this particular crede ntial to receive employment in that pos ition and 
the campus must provide such evidence in order to velify the accuracy of the placement 
classification. Documentation should include , but is not limited to, a signed letter of 
employment or job descript ion from the employer that indicates evidence that that the 
training and credentia l received were necessary to obtain the job indicated . 
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The campus must submit another revised and corrected 2015 CAR, with the appropriate 
fee, which includes a detailed explanation on each of the revised classifications. The 
campus must include back-up documentation to substantiate the reclassificat ion. If there 
is insufficient evidence to support the classification of these revised placement s, then the 
campus must classify these students as not placed. 

The campus must also provide a revised CEP that includes program improvem ent plans 
for any programs whose placement rates now fall below ACICS standards as a result of 
graduate reclassifications. 

Raleigh campus 

The campus revised its 2015 CAR to reclassify two graduates as not placed, since they 
were unable to gather evidence that supported their original classification of placed by 
skill. The campus must submit evidence that supports the placement by benefit of training 
for the Digital Audio Production and Design graduate, Mdb l(5l I 
Documentation should include, but is not limited to, a job description or signed letter of 
employment from the employer. The camp us may provide documentation from the 
graduate, indicating how the training received in the program was beneficial in obtaining 
or maintaining the job, only if it is also accompanied by documentation from the 
employer of the graduate obtaining the job and evidence that that the training and 
credential received were necessa ry to obtain or maintain the job indicated. 

Third-Party Placement Verification 

In addition , the institution (both campuses) must provide evidence that every placement 
listed on the 2015 CAR , as well as those listed on the 2016 CAR, have been validated 
through third-party verification. The institution must present a selection of three potential 
third-party verifiers to the Council within 10 days of receipt of the letter. ACICS will 
then select one of the third-party verifiers to serve in this role. 

The institution must provide evidence of the contract with the third-party verifier as well 
as the completion of work done by this verifier. In addition to the standard verification 
report, the following information must also be submitted: 

• The employer point of contact verifying placement if such contact is different 
from the data submitted to the third-party verifier by your institution. 

• The date of employment if different from the date submitted to the third -party 
verifier by your institution. 
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• The placement category (by title, by skills or by benefit) if different from the 
category reported to the third-party verifier by your institution . If by title is found 
inadequate and by skil ls was found valid , the list of skills used to verify the 
placement must be recorded. 

2. Evidence of prior written consent for those remaining videos on YouTube that contain 
commendations from graduates, including the "Living Arts College Alumni" videos and 
"Living Arts Institute: The Stories of Promise" video, or evidence that the campus has 
removed or amended such video clips. Documentation must include, but is not limited to, 
an e-mai l, scree nshot, or other documented record of a "Notice of take down" indicating 
the removal of the indicated video media. 

Please submit eight hard copies of your response and one electronic copy via flash drive by the 
date indicated above. Failure to provide all information requested by the Council may result in 
the withdrawal of your institution's accreditation. 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan 

Further, in compliance with Section 2-3-230 of the Accreditation Criteria, the institution is 
directed to submit an updated contingency teach-out plan that includes: 

a. A listing, by camp us, of students with the student name; program of study; expected 
graduation date; and status of unearned tuition, status of refunds due, and current 
account balance for each student. 

b. A listing of comparab le programs offered at other nearby institutio ns in the event that 
teach-out agreements or transfer arrangeme nts are needed for students to comp lete 
their programs elsewhere. 

c. A custodian for all pe1manent academic records in case of closure that includes 
contact inform ation for this individual or entit y and the process by which students can 
obtain their records. 

d. A descliption of the financial resources avai lable to ensure that students can complete 
their programs or receive refunds if the institution does cease operations. 

The Council is obligated to take adverse action aga inst any institution that fails to come into 
compliance with the Accreditation Criteria within established time frames without good cause. 
Please consult the Introduction of Title II, Chapter 3 for additiona l information. 
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If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Katie Morrison at 
kmorr ison@acics.org or (202) 336-6783 . 

Roger J. Williams 
Interim President 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Departm ent of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 

Mr. Christopher Miller, U.S. Departmen t of Education, School Partic ipation Team, 
Region IV (christopher.miller@ed.gov) 

Mr. Terrence Scarborough, University of North Carolina Board of Governors 
(trscarborough@nor thcarolina.edu) 

Ms. Theresa Sisneros, Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Programs 
(theresa@caa hep.org) 



August 9, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL 

Dr. Mohammed AliNiazee 
President 
Northwest Suburban College 
5999 S. New Wilke Rd., Bldg #400 
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008 

,LC IC~~ I 

Subject: Withdrawal of Accreditation by Suspension Action 

Dear Dr. AliNiazee: 

ID Code 00135778(MC) 

admin @nwsc.edu 

At its August 2017 meeting, the Council considered the institution' s response to the report of a 
quality assurance visit conducted to the institution, the continued show-cause directive outlined 
in its letter dated April 11, 2017, and the institution 's response to an extensive complaint filed by 
its former librarian. 

On February 28, 2017, the institution was directed to show-cause why its accreditation should 
not be withdrawn when the Council received information from the Illinois Board of Higher 
Education that the institution had been offering bachelor's degree programs without approva l 
from ACICS . 

This directive was continued to the Council ' s April 2017 meeting , and the institution was 
directed to immediately cease any bachelor's degree activities. In its follow-up response to the 
Council , dated April 26, 2017 , the institution provided documentation and assurance that all 
academic activities in the bachelor ' s degree programs in biology and chemistry had indeed 
ended. Subsequent to that submission, the institution also informed ACICS that it will not be 
pursuing a renewal of accreditatio n with ACICS, and instead, will let its grant expire on 
December 31, 2017 . A limited-announced quality assurance visit was conducted on June 6-7, 
2017, to determine if the institution had come into compliance with the show-cause directive as 
well as to ensure ongoing compliance with all Council standards through the expiration of its 
grant of accred itation. The visit resulted in 15 findings , one of which was the determination that 
academic activity had not ceased in the unapproved bachelor' s degree programs . 

While the institution was able to provide documentation that addressed four (4) of the team's 
findings , the Council found the following based on the Accreditation Criteria: 

1. The 2017-2018 Campus Effectiveness Plan does not include any reference as to how data 
have been collected , utilized, or analyzed at either the institutional or programmatic level 
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for any of the required clements (Section 3-1-111) The institution submitted a current 
Plan as a revision to the 2013-2014 Plan pro\ided to the team during the visit. The 
ongoing expectation of ACICS is that the CEP is e\aluated at least annually and that it 
remains current \Vith a 2013-20 14 Plan, it is evident that the institution has not 
maintained this expectation Fu1ihcr_ the current plan docs include baseline data and goals 
for each outcome, hov,· the data will he used to assess each outcome, and an explanation 
of how the data will he used to impro\e the educational processes: but it does not include 
any analysis of previous performance and its correlation to future educational goals. 
Further_ the institution did not provide any documentation that the CEP has been fully 
implemented, that specific acti\ities ha\e been implemented, or that periodic progre~s 
reports were completed at least twice during the past academic year ( Section 3-1-1 12) 
Further, \vhilc the plan docs list the names and titles of the CEP planning committee, no 
meeting minutes \Vere provided \Vith signatures and dates. nor was there any explanation 
of the specific duties of each committee member 

2 Emphasis is not placed upon the efficiency and effectiveness of the overall administration 
of the institution (Sections 3-1-202 and 3- l-202(a)). In response to the finding, the 
institution submitted narrati\e attempting to explain why students were enrolled in a 300-
le\el course du1ing the visit in June 2017, when they had recei\ed a show-cause directi\e 
in April 2017 that specified all academic activities related to a bachelor's degree must 
cease. While some institutional narrative accepted blame for the error, other sections of 
the narrati\-e blamed former ACICS employees for the error. The team report specificall~· 
mentioned concern with the integrity of !\ii s. Shazia Ilyas, associate dean of academic and 
student affairs, yet the institution did not provide any type of employee evaluation or job 
assessment for her Further, the institution submitted an organizational cha1i \Vith a 
number of vacant positions labeled as '·To Be Announced'' with no indication as to when 
the positions would be filled orby whom. Finally, the institution submitted a job posting 
on Indeed.com for an admissions representative dated July 7, 2017, \Vith no evidence 
anyone had actually been intcrvic\vcd, hired, and/or trained 

3 There is no e\idence that the institution has implemented appropriate grievance 
procedures for considering student complaints (Section 3-l-202(d)). During the visit, 
students intervie\\cd stated they never received an institutional catalog and. therefore, 
knew nothing about institutional grievance policies. The institution submitted 
documentation of a flyer announcing how students can download the institutional 
catalog, a 2017-2018 school catalog with grievance policies on pages 44-48, a blank 
grievance form (to be completed by a school representative): a copy of a letter from !\Ir_ 
-vice president and chief operating officer, to all students and staff 
~ grie\ance policy and student complaints: minute~ from a Student 
Success & Retention committee. \\hich addressed institutional grievance policies. a job 
posting for a nc\v admissions representative: and a blank Code of Conduct form to be 
completed by all admissions department personnel. However, the Student Success & 
Retention committee meeting minutes did not include signatures of attendees, no 
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documentation \Vas provided that any ne\v admissions staff has been hired, and no 
documentation \Vas provided that any existing or newly-hired admissions personnel has 
completed and signed the Code of Conduct for all admissions personnel 

4 Admissions policies arc not being followed as written (Section 3-1-411) As previously, 
mentioned, students inten-iewed during the team visit stated they never received an 
institutional catalog, and they also never attended a new student orientation In its 
response, the institution submitted a copy of a blank enrollment agreement that has been 
revised to reflect students' acknowledgement of institutional policies and procedures. The 
im.titution also stated the former admissions director is being transitioned out of his 
current role, and also provided a schedule of upcoming orientation sessions for both 
degree and certificate students While all submissions reflect \vhat is to be done in the 
future, no documentation \\as provided to indicate any implementation of the changes 

The im.titution does not provide evidence that it ~ystematically monitors and evaluates its 
recruitment activities (Section 3- l-4 l 2(a)) Again, the institution responded that the 
current admissions director is being transitioned out of the department but no evidence of 
a new admissions director \'-/as prO\-ided. Further, the institution did not submit a plan for 
the systematic monitoring of recruitment activities other than a suggestion (in narrative) 
that the newly hired director of admissions \viii conduct such training 

6 There is no evidence that the individual designated to admini~ter ~tudent financial aid i~ 
competent to sen-e in that role (Section 3-l-434(a)) In response to this finding, the 
institution submitted a campus bulletin, naming Dr. as the nc\v on-site 
financial aid representative Hmvever, the institution did not submit a signed job 
description for Dr. -an updated ACICS Data Sheet, any type of written 
correspondence from a ~chool admini~trator to all students and staff with the news of Dr. 

-ne\v responsibilities, or evidence of his completed training. 

7 Fmployment assistance and career service advisement are not prO\-ided for all students 
(Section 3-1-441 ). The institution responded that they will be recruiting an advising and 
career services representative \\ho \vii! be responsible for employment assistance to both 
degree and certificate students Hmvever, no evidence was submitted of a ne\v hire with a 
signed job de~cription, ACICS Data Sheet, or resume. 

8 Follow-up studies on graduate satisfaction arc not conducted at specific measuring points 
follmving placement of the graduate (Section 3-1-441 ( c )) The institution submitted a 
copy of a blank alumni survey and a blank employer survey with a plan as to how they 
will utilize the survey~ in the future. However, no completed ~urvey·s were included in the 
submission \Vith any type of analysis or summary of survey results 

9 The institution does not provide suflicient evidence to document attendance at faculty 
meetings (Section 3-1-544) The institution prO\-ided minutes with signatures for one 
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meeting since the team visit. The title on the signature sheet of the meeting \Vas '·:"JWS(' 
Staff \,!eeting Sign-In,, The meeting ¼as conducted on June 28, 2017, and lasted for 15 
minutes. A careful review of meeting minutes revealed that no meeting items ¼ere 
dedicated to academics or curriculum 

10. The institution does not provide student achie\ ement information to the public (Section 
3-1-704 and Appendix C) The institution responded that all public infonnation about the 
college can be found \Vithin the :"Jational Center for Educational Statistics (l\CES) 
website Hcmever, the institution further explained that due to a '·lag" in l\CES posting of 
data, there wa~ no data listed for the institution on thi~ website in all actuality. The 
institution predicted this would be remedied at some point in 2017 or 2018. Further, 
\\-folc the institution has added a new link to their own website entitled Student 
Achievement Information_ only programmatic retention and graduation rates for the 
allied health ce11ificate programs are displayed. 'l\o information is listed for the 
associate's degree program in biolog~·, and there are no placement statistics listed for any 
of the four institutional programs. Further, the information that is provided docs not 
match the retention rates reported on the 2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR). 

11. The institution does not have a professionally trained individual to manage the library 
resources (Section J-4-401) In the response to the finding, the institution submitted a 
copy of a signed agreement dated June 19. 2017, bet\vecn the institution's president, Dr 
\LT. Ali:"Jiazee, and The Virtual Librarian Service. The consultant for the Virtual 
Librarian Service, as named in the agreement, is Dr. 
signature is on the contract The agreement states that Dr 
professional librarians will develop appropriate and adequate library resources for the 
academic programs, prO\-ide library reference service, be responsible for \-Vritten 
accreditation reports regarding the librar~·, and provide as~·nchronous ~even-day library 
reference service by e-mail, or web meetings. to all students, administrators, and staff 
The institution's response explained that the Virtual Library Services will be attainable 
by students 24 hours a day, 7 clays a week through a \foodle interface, to which every 
student has access. The institution did not prO\-ide ~ion, an ACICS 
data sheet, rCsumC. or academic transcripts for Dr ----or any other of 
the aforementioned professional librarians. l\.lorcovcr, because the proposed library 
services are provided through an online-only fonnat, the imtitution still doe~ not have a 
professionally trained individual on site who is assigned to oversee and supervise the 
library and to assist students 

Additionally, the Council also considered a substantive complaint recei\ed from the institution's 
fonner librarian, the institution's respome to the complaint, and additional information recei\• ed 
from other institutional representatives. Allegations of misrepresentation of the bachelor's degree 
program offerings to students and ACICS, mishandling of refunds, and inappropriate disclosures. 
among others, were not sufficiently refuted by the institution but rather affirmed by other 
representatives ¼ho independently contacted ACICS. 
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Council Action 

Therefore, the Council acted to "''ithdnrn_; the institution's accreditation by suspension. In 
addition to the institution's failure to demonstrate ongoing compliance with the Accreditation 
( 'riferi11, the Council considered its blatant disregard for the Council's directive and subsequent 
questionable ethics in reporting its compliance as it relates to the bachelor's degree programs, 
and its inability to satisfactorily refute the substantive allegations identified by the former 
librarian 

The im.titution has the right to appeal this decision to the Review Board of Appeab. The Council 
must be notified, in w-riting, within ten (10) business clays of receipt or this notice irthe 
institution desires to appeal this decision to the Re\'iew Board The appeal notification must 
include payment in the amount of$10,000. The Council's decision is final if the appeal notice 
and appropriate fee are not provided vvithin the ten business days of your receipt of this notice. If 
the institution elects to appeal this action to the Review Board and remits the appropriate fee by 
the established deadline, then the institution will remain accredited through the length or the 

appeal, and more detailed appeal procedures and information \viii be fonvarded to the institution 

Ir the institution elects not to appeal this action, the institution must submit any comments 
regarding this decision to the Council office within two weeks of the date of this letter Should 
the institution choose to submit any comments, these comments \Vil! be included in the summary 
detailing the reasons for the Council's decision that will be made available to the L".S. Secretary 
or Fducation, the appropriate State licensing or authorizing agency, and the public through 
\V\V\V ac1cs org. 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan 

Further, to ensure that students will receive an appropriate outcome in the event of campus 
closure, the campus must provide the Council with an Institutional Teach-out Plan, utilizing the 
online Request for Institutional Teach-out Plan application in the \;fember Center. This 
Institutional Teach-out Plan must be completed as part of the institution's intent to appeal the 
\Vithdrawal by suspension action. 

The Council expects that the institution will take the appropriate steps to assist its students 
through any transition to successfully complete their programs in an orderly manner. The 
institution is advised that Section 2-3-900 of the AC!CS Accreditation Crih.:ria stipulates that the 
Council may bar any person or entity from being an owner or senior manager or an ACICS­
accredited institution if that person or entity was an owner or manager of an institution that loses 
its accreditation as a result of a denial or suspension action or that closes without providing a 
teach-out or refunds to students matriculated at that time of closure 
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Please contact Ms . Katie Morrison at kmorrison@acics.org or (202) 336-6783 if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President 

c: Ms . Shazia Ilyas, Associate Dean of Academic and Student Affairs, Northwest Suburban 
College (silyas@nwsc.edu) 

Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison , U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager @ed.gov) 

Mr. Douglas Parrott, US Department of Education , Chicago/Denver School Participation 
Team - Regions V & VII (douglas.parrott @ed.gov) 

Dr. Daniel Cullen, Deputy Director for Academic Affairs, Illinois Board of Higher 
Education ( cullen@ibhe.org) 



September 26, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR DELIVERY 

Dr. William Schipper 
President 
American College of Commerce and Technology 
803 West Broad Street, #100 
Falls Church, VA 22046 

AMERICAN COLLEGE OF COMMERCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 

ID Code 00050228(MC) 

acics@acct.edu 

FALLS CHURCH, VIRGINIA ID CODE 00050228(MC) 
AMERICAN COLLEGE OF COMMERCE AND TECHNOLOGY , 
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA ID CODE 00274252(BC) 

Subject: Denial of Application for the Renewal of Accreditation 

Dear Dr. Schipper: 

At its August 2017 meeting, the Council considered your institution' s application for renewal of 
its accreditation and the show-ca use directive issued to the institution on January 3, 2017, which 
is incorporated herein in its entirety by reference. The Council reviewed the reports by the teams 
that conducted site visits to the institution' s Virginia and California campuses in May and June 
2017 and the institution' s responses to these site visit reports. The Council also considered the 
May 20 17 Consent Agreement that the institution reached with the State Council of Higher 
Education of Virginia (SCHEV) regarding the institution's certificate to operate in Virginia; and 
the July 27, 2017, correspondence to the institution from SCHEV advising you that SCHEV staff 
again is recommendin g that SCHEV revoke the institution 's certificate to operate in Virginia 
following a SCHEV audit conducted at the institution in June 2017. 

The Show-Cause Directive listed eight significant findings of noncompliance , which the Council 
directed the site visit teams to incorporate into their review . The site visit reports completed by 
the teams identified 18 findings of noncompliance at the Virginia campus and 41 findings of 
noncompliance at the California campus. In its response, the institution provided sufficient 
documentation to address many of the findings at the Virginia campus, although several findings 
remain, as outlined in more detail below. The institution chose not to provide a substantive 
response to the findings of noncompliance at the California campus. 
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The Council's review found that several critical components of operational and academic 
effectiveness remain from the Show-Cause Directive as documented by the evaluation teams and 
the institution's responses: 

1. The institution has not been able to demonstrate the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
administration 's oversight of basic operations (Sect ion 3-1-202 (a)). This finding is made 
on the basis of the following observations and determinations, which document a lack of 
administrative capabili ty: 

a. The institution first became accredited by ACICS in May 2015, following a 
prolonged and challenging application process. In early 2016, the Council was 
advised by SCHEY that the institution was significant ly out of compliance with 
SCHEY standards, which are similar in material ways to Council accreditation 
standards , and that SCHEY was moving to revoke the institution's certificate to 
operate . Following receipt of the SCHEY action, the Council conducted a limited 
June 2016 site visit to the Virginia campus to review the campus's operations. The 
resulting site visit report identified 13 findings of noncompliance, many of them 
significant, just a year after the institution first became accredited. After reviewing 
the June 2016 team report and the institution's response, the Council directed the 
institution to show cause why its accreditation should not be withdrawn, and it 
directed full-team special visits to both campuses. These October 2016 site visit 
reports identified a total of 32 findings of noncompliance for the two camp uses, less 
than 18 months after the institution first gained accreditation. The most recent team 
visits identified a total of 59 findings of noncompliance across both campuses. This 
history is persuasive evidence that the institution has failed continuous ly and 
materially to demonstrate a basic understanding of accreditation standards and the 
Council's expectat ions for accredited institutions. 

b. Many of the findings of noncompliance are recun-ing, indicating an inability or 
unwillingness by the institution to follow through on commit ments to the Council 
regarding efforts to prevent repeated findings. Repeat findings includ e, without 
limitation, concerns about the efficiency and effectiveness of the institution's 
administration; accuracy and completeness of institutional records; cun-iculum issues, 
includin g complete and correct course syllabi and identification of course 
prerequisites; publications and advertising; and the actual and documented 
qualifications of faculty to teach their assigned courses. The institution in some cases 
has provided documentation that these issues have been corrected, only for the 
Council to find the same issues on subsequent site visits. 

c. Rather than respond to the site visit report regarding the 41 findings of 
noncompliance at the California campus, many of them significant, the institution 
instead advised the Council of its intention to cease new enrollments and to close the 
camp us. This decision fails in any way to address the inadequac ies of the educat ional 
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experience the institution is providing to its students enrolled at the California campus 
and the campus's continuing failure to comply with fundamental accreditation 
expectat ions. 

2. The site visit team found that, at the time of the visit to the Virginia campus, only two 
students were enrolled in the Associate of Arts in Business Administration (AABA) 
program, and only four students were enrolled in the Bachelor of Science in Accounting 
(BSA) program. The team found, and the Council concurs, that these enrollments are 
insufficient to support regularly scheduled instruction in these programs. The institution's 
response states that it plans to discontinue all assoc iate's degree programs in Virginia. 
The institution 's response to the issue of inadequate enrollment in the bachelor's degree 
program states, in its entirety, "ACCT believes that by no longer offering the associate 
degree and enrolling its students in the bachelor's degree, it will better serve each of the 
bachelor degree programs by providing a continuous flow of students throughout the 
bachelor degree program ." The institution provided no reasoning that would demon strate 
how discontinuing the AABA program is going to have any material impact on the 
enrollment in the BSA program or any reason for the Council to conclude that the 
resulting enrollments will be sufficient to support regularly scheduled classes in the BSA 
program (Section 3-5-204) . 

3. The repeated findings of materia l noncompl iance with the Council's accreditation 
standards, along with the institution 's ongoing issues with SCHEY, call into question the 
integrity of the institution and the profe ssional competence of its leadership 
(Section 3-1-202). 

Council Action 

Therefore , the Council acted to deny the institution 's application for renewal of 
accreditation. 

The institution has the right to appeal this decision to the Review Board of Appeals. The Council 
must be notified , in writing, within ten (10) business days of receipt of this notice if the 
institution desires to appeal this decision to the Review Board . The appeal notification must 
include payment in the amount of $10,000. The Council' s decision is final if the appeal notice 
and appropriate fee are not provided within the ten business days following your receipt of this 
notice. If the institution elects to appeal this action to the Review Board and remit s the 
appropriate fee by the established deadline, then the institution will remain accredited through 
the length of the appeal, and more detailed appeal procedure s and informat ion will be forwarded 
to the institution. 

If the institution elects not to appeal this action, the institution must submit any comments 
regarding this decision to the Council office within two weeks of the date of this letter. Should 
the institution choose to submit any comments, these comments will be included in the summary 
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detailing the reasons for the Council's decision that will be made available to the U.S. Secretary 
of Education, the appropriate State licensing or authorizing agency , and the public through 
www .acics.o rg. 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan 

Finally, if the institution exercises its appeal rights, in comp liance with Section 2-2-303 of the 
Accreditation Criteria, the institution is directed to provide the Council with an Institution al 
Teach-Out Plan, utilizing the online Institutional Teach-Out Plan application in the ACICS 
Member Center. This Institutional Teach-Out Plan must be completed as part of the institution 's 
appeal and must pertain to both campuses . 

The Council expects that the institution will take the appropliate steps to assi st its students 
through any transition to successfu lly complete their programs in an orderly manner. The 
institution is advised that Section 2-3-900 of the ACICS Accreditation Criteria stipulates that the 
Council may bar any person or entity from being an owner or senior manager of an ACICS­
accredited institution if that person or entity was an owner or manager of an institution that loses 
its accreditatio n as a result of a denial or suspension action or that closes without providing a 
teach-out or refunds to students matriculated at that time of closure. 

Please contact Mrs. LaToya Boyd at lboyd@acics.org or (202) 336-6777 if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President 

0 

c: Dr. Cynthia Worthen , Alhambra branch campus (alhambra.acics@acct.ed u) 
Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 

( aslrecordsma nager@ed.gov) 
Ms. Nancy Gifford, U.S. Department of Education, School Participation Team, Region 

III (nancy.paula.gifford@ed.gov) 
Ms. Martina Femandez-Rosalio, U.S. Department of Education , School Participation 

Team , Region IX (martina.femandez-rosario@ed.gov) 
Ms. Sylvia Rosa-Cassanova, State Council of Higher Education for Virginia 

(sylviarosacasanova@schev.edu) 
Ms. Leeza Rifredi, California Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 

(Leeza .Rifredi@dca.ca .gov) 
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April 24, 20 18 

VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

Ms. Judith Sutton 
Director 
Mountain State College 
Spring At 16th Street 
Parkersburg, WV 2610 1-3993 

ID Code 00011220 (MC) 

acics@msc.edu 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation and Campus- Level Student Achievement Show-Cause -
Placement 

Dear Ms. Sutton: 

At its April 2018 meeting, the Council reviewed your institution 's application for renewal of 
accred itation, the evaluation team 's visit report , and the institution's response to the two findings 
identified in that report. The Council also reviewed your recently resubmitted 2017 Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR), which reported a campus -level placement rate of 58%. 

Council Action 

While the institution satisfactorily addressed the two findings related to its renewal of accred itation 
review, it is materially out of compliance with student achieveme nt placement standards for two 
consecutive years, having reported 58% and 56% in 2017 and 2016, respectively. 

Therefore , the Council acted to direct the institution to show cause why its current grant of 
accred itation should not be withdrawn by suspension or otherwise condit ioned. In the interim, the 
institution is required to complete and submit the following information, via its Renewal of 
Accreditation applicat ion (deferral response) for the Council' s monitoring and review : 

1. Quarterly submission of the following reports and plans, with the first submissio n due no 
later than May 1, 20 18, and the subsequent submission on August 1, 2018. 

o A corrective action plan that has been incorporated into the current Campu s 
Effectiveness Plan (CEP) and includes specific activities that are being implemented 
to improve the programs that are negatively impacting the camp us-level placement 
performance for the institution. The institution must also submit a progress report, 
correspond ing documentation , and any necessary explanatory narrative of all 
activities implemented and completed for the purpose of placement remediation. 

o Quarterly 2018 Campus Accountability Reports (CAR). The institution is reminded 
that ONLY placements that have been submitted to the PVP, verified by the graduate 
and/or employer, and validated by ACICS may be reported on the Report. 
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o Institutiona l Teach-Out Plan with quarterly updates on the student progression of 
current enrollments. 

2. Evidence that all current and prospective students have been advised of the show-ca use 
status. The following statement must be placed prominently on the institution' s website, no 
later than five business davs following electro nic transmission of this notice: 

o Notice to students and prospective students: INSTITUTION NAME , LOCATION 
has been placed on student achievement show-cause by their accreditor, the 
Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools ("ACICS"), because of 
consecutive noncompliance with placement standards, having reported a _ % and 
_ % on the 2017 and 2016 Campu s Accountability Report respectively . 

Failure to provide all information requested by the Council constitutes a deviation from their 
directive and may result in the suspension or revocation of your institution's grant of accreditation. 

The Council is obligated to take adverse action against any institution that fails to come into 
compliance with the Accreditation Criteria within the established time frames without good cause. 
Given that the institution' s longest program is offered at the academic associate's degree level, you 
are advised that compliance must be achieved within 24 months. Because the campus-level 
compliance warning for below-standard placement outcomes was issued in April 2017, the institution 
must come into compliance within the next 12 months. Please consult the Introduct ion of Title II, 
Chapter 3 of the Accreditation Criteria for additional information. 

Please contact Ms. LaToya Boyd at lboyd@acics.org or (202) 336-6777 if you have any quest ions. 

Sincerely , 

l(b)(6) 

Michelle Edward s 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 
Dr. Corley Dennison, West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission 

( Corley .dennison@wvh epc.edu) 



May 3, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL 

Dr. Jong S. Yoon 
Interim President 

J-C I C:- ! 
~ \I. 

·,~ 

California University of Management and Sciences 
721 North Euclid Street 
Anaheim, CA 9280 1 

ID Code 0002131 l (MC) 

acicsanaheim@calums.edu 

Subject: Renewal of Accreditation - Continued Compliance Warning 

Dear Dr. Yoon: 

At its April 2018 meeting, the Council considered your institution's application for renewal of 
accreditation, its December 2017 compliance warning action, and the Stipulated Settlement with 
the California Bureau of Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE) of February 13, 2018. 

The institution 's application for renewal of accreditation first appeared before the Council at its 
Apri l 2017 meeting, with five findings identified in the team's report. Four of the findings were 
not addressed and the institution was placed on compliance warning. Following its August 2017 
review by the Council, the institution was continued on compliance warning with three of the 
areas still outstanding. At its December 2017 meeting, the institution satisfactorily addressed the 
remaining areas of non-compliance from the renewal of accreditation review . However, it was at 
that time that the Council also considered the Accusation filed against the institution by the 
Bureau of Private Postsecondary Education, and the Council continued the compliance warning 
action, pending final determination of the Accusation. 

Council Action 

Due to the nature of the charges outlined in the Accusation and the institution's subsequent 
sett lement with the BPPE, dated February 13, 2018, the Council acted to extend the current grant 
of accreditation through September 10, 2018, continue the institution on compliance warning , 
and require the following information for review at its August 20 18 meeting: 

1. A detailed narrative on the institution's eligibility for accreditation with ACICS as 
referenced in Section 2-1-302 of the Accreditation Criteria, having admitted guilt on all 
allegations on record with the state oversight agency. 
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2. A current ownership disclosure and description of the composition of the Board of 
Trustees for the past three years to include details of when members were added or 
removed. 

3. A detailed explanation of the administrative and operational failures that resulted in the 
Accusation and settlemen t agreement with the BPPE, along with the changes made and 
implemented to demonstra te administrative capac ity and integrity. 

4. A summary of the institution's operation to include an audit of all programs with 
enrollment by program, student roster; a faculty and staff summary, which includes their 
date of employment, qualifications, and roles; and an acco unt of the institution's current 
financial status. 

5. Copies of all comm unication with the Department of Education concern ing the 
Heightened Cash Monitoring 2 (HCM2) status. In addition, a narrative indicating how the 
institution's financial position is being managed under that status and the anticipated date 
they may be remove d from HCM2 must also be provided. 

6. In response to the stipulat ed agreement from BPPE, provide a narrative describing the 
reasons five admini strators/board members were to be removed from service; including 
any documentation received from BPPE in that regard. 

7. Copies of all correspondence regarding the institution's compliance with the stipulations 
in the Agreement, including all reports that have been submitted to the BPPE as well as 
any comm unication from the Bureau. 

The information or reports listed above must be received in the Council office electronically, via 
the institution's Renewal of Accreditation Application, by June 29, 2018 . 

The Council is obligated to take adverse action against any institution that fails to come into 
compliance with the Accreditation Criteria within the establ ished time frames without good 
cause. Given that the institution's scope of accreditation is through the master 's degree leve l, you 
are advised that compliance must be achieved within 24 months from the time the institution was 
first found to be out of compliance (in April 2017). Please consult the Introduction of Title II, 
Chapter 3 of the Accreditation Criteria for additional information. 

The institution's ongoing attention and efforts toward continuous improveme nt are a very 
important componen t of its accredited status, and your responsiveness to this Council action 
letter is essential to a favorab le outcome for both the campus and its students. 
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Please contact me at medwards@acics.org or (202) 336-6780 if you have any quest ions . 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison , U.S. Department of Education 
Dr. Michael Marion , Jr., California Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 

(michael.marion@dca .ca.gov) 
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BRISTOL UNIVERSITY, Plaintiff -Appellee , v. 
ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT 
COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS, Defendant - Appellant. 

due process by denying the school's renewal of 
accreditation application based on 24 unresolved 
deficiencies. 

Notice: PLEASE REFER TO FEDERAL RULES OF Outcome 
APPELLATE PROCEDURE RULE 32_ 1 GOVERNING Judgment reversed and vacated, and case remanded. 

THE CITATION TO UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS. 

Prior History: [*1] Appeal from the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, at 
Alexandria. (1:16-cv-00307-AJT-MSN). Anthony J. 
Trenga, District Judge. 

Bristol Univ. v. Accrediting Council for lndep . Coifs. & 
Schs., 184 F. Supp. 3d 262, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
55153 (E.D. Va., Apr. 25, 2016) 

Disposition : REVERSED, 
REMANDED. 

Core Terms 

VACATED, AND 

accreditation, district court, renewal, agencies , 
preliminary injunction, deficiencies, funding, internal 
quotation marks, institution of higher educat ion, federal 
common law, declaratory , violations, Training, merits, 
higher education, cause of action, due process, 
institutions, requirements, procedures, vacate , moot, 
diversity jurisdiction, federally, common law duty, federal 
law, student aid, quasi-public , show-cause, terminate 

Case Summary 

Overview 
HOLDINGS: [1]-The court erred by granting the 
preliminary injunction because the court erred by finding 
that the school demonstrated a likelihood of success on 
the merits since the accrediting agency did not violate 

LexisNexis® Headnotes 

Civil Procedure > Preliminary 
Considerat ions > Jurisdiction > Diversity Jurisdict ion 

HN1[~ ] Jurisdiction , Diversity Jurisdiction 

The diversity jurisdiction statute provides that district 
courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions 
where the matter in controversy exceeds the sum or 
value of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and is 
between citizens of different States. 28 U.S.C.S. § 

1332(a){ 1 ). A plaintiff's complaint sufficiently establishes 
diversity jurisdiction if it alleges that the parties are of 
diverse citizenship and that the matter in controversy 
exceeds, exclusive of interest and costs, the sum 
specified by 28 U.S.C.S. § 1332. 

Civil Procedure > Preliminary 
Considerat ions > Jurisdiction > Diversity Jurisdict ion 

HN~ ~ l Jurisdiction, Diversity Jurisdict ion 

Diversity jurisdiction extends beyond state and foreign 
law claims to include federal law claims. 

Civil Procedure > Appeals > Standards of 
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Review > Abuse of Discretion 

Civil 
Procedure > Remedies > Injunctions > Preliminary 
& Temporary Injunct ions 

HN~~ l Standards of Review, Abuse of Discretion 

To obtain a preliminary injunction , a plaintiff must 
demonstrate that (1) they are likely to succeed on the 
merits; (2) they will likely suffer irreparable harm absent 
an injunction ; (3) the balance of hardships weighs in 
the ir favor ; and (4) the injunction is in the public interest. 
The appellate court reviews a distr ict court's decision to 
grant pre liminary injunctions under an abuse of 
discretion standard. The district court's decision will not 
be disturbed on appeal unless the record shows an 
abuse of that discretio n, regardless of whether the 
appellate court would , in the first instance , have decided 
the matter differently . A district court abuses its 
discretion if it app lies an incorrect preliminary injunct ion 
standard, rests its decision on a clearly erroneous 
finding of a material fact , or misapprehends the law with 
respect to underlying issues in litigation . 

Adminis trative Law> Agency 
Adjudication > Decisions 

HN4[~ ] Agency Adjudication, Decisions 

Accreditation agencies owe a common law duty of due 
process to employ fair procedures when making 
decisions . A federally-recogn ized accrediting agency 's 
actions are subject to the due process requirements of 
20 U.S.C.S. § 1099b(a)(6) and its support ing regulation, 
34 C.F.R. § 602.25. 

Administrative Law > Judicial Review > Standards 
of Review > Arbitra ry & Capr ic ious Standard of 
Review 

Education Law > Admin istrat ion & 

Operation > Accreditation 

HN~~ l Standards of Review, Arbitrary & 

Although the Administrative Procedure Act does not 
specifically apply to private accrediting agenc ies for 
education institutions, princ iples of administrative law 
are useful in determining the standard by wh ich the 
appe llate court reviews the agency's decision -making 
process. In assessing whether an accreditation agency 
violates due process , the appellate court considers only 
whether the dec ision of an accrediting agency is 
arbitrary and unreasonable or an abuse of discretion 
and whethe r the decision is based on substantia l 
evidence . Under this standard , courts are not free to 
conduct a de novo review or to substitute the ir judgment 
for the professional judgment of the educators involved 
in the accred itation process . 

Educat ion Law > Administration & 
Operation > Accreditation 

HNQ[~ ] Administration & Operation , Accreditation 

Courts adjudicating common law due process claims 
against accredi ting agencies should focus primari ly on 
whether the accrediting body's interna l rules provided a 
fair and impartial procedure and whether it followed its 
rules in reach ing its decision. Agency actions are 
generally invalid where the agency fails to follow its own 
procedures or regulations . 
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DAVIS, Senior Circuit Judge: 

Bristol University ("Bristol") is a California for-profit 
school that received accreditation from the Accrediting 
Council for Independent Colleges and Schools 
("ACICS"). ACICS denied Bristol's application for 
renewal of accreditation, and Bristol challenged ACICS's 
decision in district court. The district court preliminarily 
enjoined ACICS from suspending Bristol's accreditation 
and stayed further proceedings. On appeal, ACICS 
contends [*2] that the district court erred by granting 
Bristol's request for a preliminary injunction because 
Bristol did not demonstrate a likelihood of success on 
the merits of its due process claim. For the reasons that 
follow, we reverse the grant of the preliminary injunction, 
lift the stay, and remand for further proceedings. 

I. 

Bristol offers one-year, two-year, and four-year 
programs in business administration and certificate 
programs in legal studies and hospitality operations. 
The school was founded in 1991 as Kensington College 
and received initial accreditation from ACICS in 1993. 
The college maintained consistent accreditation until 
2011, when it underwent an ownership change and was 
renamed Bristol University. One year later, ACICS 
granted Bristol a three-year accreditation renewal that 
was to expire on December 31, 2015. 

Bristol applied for renewal of its accreditation in October 
2014. In May 2015, ACICS began the renewal process 
by sending an on-site evaluation team to Bristol. The 
following month, ACICS's evaluation team issued a 
report identifying 40 deficiencies requiring explanation 
from Bristol. Bristol responded to ACICS's report in July 
2015. 

On August 20, 2015, ACICS sent Bristol [*3] a deferral 
letter and show-cause directive that identified 37 areas 
in which the school remained noncompliant. ACICS 
requested that Bristol provide explanations and 
supporting evidence for each of the deficiencies by 
October 31, 2015. In the same letter, ACICS also 
directed Bristol to show cause why its renewal 
application should not be denied at ACICS's December 
2015 meeting. The letter explained that "[ACICS] is 
obligated to take adverse action against any institution 
that fails to come into compliance with the Accreditation 
Criteria within established time frames without good 
cause." J.A. 233. ACICS referred Bristol to Title II, 
Chapter 3, of the Accreditation Criteria for more 
information, which provides that the "time frame will not 
exceed ... two years, if the longest program is at least 

two years in length." J.A. 287, 593. 

In September 2015, ACICS sent another evaluation 
team to Bristol. The team issued a report on October 29, 
2015. On December 22, 2015, ACICS denied Bristol's 
renewal of accreditation application based on 24 
unresolved deficiencies. In its denial letter, ACICS listed 
each of Bristol's remaining violations of the Accreditation 
Criteria and extended the current [*4] grant of 
accreditation to January 31, 2016, to allow the school to 
prepare for its loss of accreditation. 

After the denial of the renewal application, Bristol 
appealed to the Review Board of Appeals (the "Review 
Board"), which is "a separate, independent appeals 
body established by [ACICS] for the purpose of hearing 
appeals by institutions." J.A. 292, 597. In the Review 
Board hearing on March 18, 2016, Bristol did not 
contest the 24 deficiencies. Instead, the school asked 
the Review Board to remand with the recommendation 
that Bristol receive additional time to correct the 
deficiencies. Later that day, the Review Board affirmed 
ACICS's decision. 

On March 21, 2016, Bristol filed a complaint against 
ACICS in federal district court seeking declaratory and 
injunctive relief. Bristol also moved for a temporary 
restraining order prohibiting ACICS from revoking its 
accreditation, which the district court granted. On March 
25, 2016, Bristol moved for a preliminary injunction, 
which the district court granted on April 25, 2016. The 
court concluded that Bristol was likely to succeed on the 
merits of its due process claim because ACICS "ignored 
its rationale for deciding to defer action, eliminated [*5] 
the compliance warning step, and advanced directly to 
the show-cause stage without giving Bristol clear 
deadlines for compliance, as opposed to providing 
additional information." J.A. 553. The court further found 
that ACICS's "failure to comply with its own internal 
review procedures [was] compounded by the lack of a 
record sufficient to determine what specific issues 
[ACICS] or the Review Board considered and decided, 
and on what basis it decided those issues." J.A. 554. 
The court noted that ACICS "did not explain . .. [why] 
no further opportunity to come into compliance was 
warranted," and that "[t]he Review Board did not provide 
any rationale in support of its position, either in the form 
of a written opinion, or an oral ruling during the hearing." 
Id. 

ACICS timely appealed the district court's order granting 
a preliminary injunction. 

II. 
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We first address whether we have jurisd iction over this 
appeal. In its comp laint, Bristol invoked subject matter 
jur isdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1337 and 20 
U.S.C. § 1099b. Since the appeal was fi led, ACICS lost 
Department of Education recognition as an accreditation 
agency. ACICS has fi led a lawsuit against the 
Department of Education and the Secretary of 
Education , asking the [*6] district court to grant 
preliminary and permanent injunctive rel ief enjo ining the 
implementation of the decision to term inate ACICS's 
recognition as an accreditation agency, vacate the 
decision withdrawing ACICS's recognition , and order the 
Secretary of Education to return ACICS's petition for 
recognition to the Department of Educat ion for 
reconsideration . See Accrediting Council for lndep. 
Co/ls. & Schs. v. U.S. Dep't of Educ., No. 16-cv-2448 
(D.D.C.). In light of ACICS's loss of federal recognition , 
we asked the parties for supp lementa l briefing 
addressing whether the Departmen t of Education's 
termination of its recognition of ACICS as an accredit ing 
agency deprives us of jurisdict ion over th is appea l. We 
conclude that the distr ict court had diversity jurisd iction 
over this d ispute pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332. 

HN1["-i ] The diversity jur isdiction statute prov ides that 
"district courts shal l have orig inal jurisd iction of all civi l 
actions where the matter in controversy exceeds the 
sum or value of $75,000 , exclusive of interest and costs, 
and is between . . . cit izens of different States ." 28 
U.S. C. § 1332(a)(1 ). "[A] plaintiff's compla int suffic iently 
estab lishes diversity jurisdiction if it alleges that the 
parties are of diverse [*7] citizenship and that the 
matter in controversy exceeds , exclus ive of interest and 
costs , the sum specif ied by 28 U.S.C. § 1332." 
Ellenburg v. Spartan Motors Chassis. Inc.. 519 F.3d 
192. 200 (4th Cir. 2008) (interna l quotation marks and 
alterations omitted). Bristo l's comp laint did not invoke 
diversity of citizenship jurisdiction but did state that 
Bristol is a citizen of Cal ifornia and ACICS is 
incorporated in Virginia. Furthermore, although Bristo l 
did not plead an amount in controversy , it did allege that 
without accreditation , the school wou ld be forced to 
close . The value of Bristol as a business clearly 
exceeds $75 ,000 ; thus , this dispute undoubtedly 
satisfies the amount in controversy requirement for 
diversity jurisdiction. See Hunt v. Wash. State Apple 
Advert . Comm'n. 432 U.S. 333. 347. 97 S. Ct. 2434. 53 
L. Ed. 2d 383 (1977) ("In actions seeking declaratory or 
injunctive relief , it is well established that the amount in 
controversy is measure d by the value of the object of 
the litigation."); Francis v. Allstate Ins. Co .• 709 F.3d 
362, 367 (4th Cir. 2013) (same). 

Bristo l's compla int contained three counts: (1) failure to 
comply with due process , in violation of federal common 
law ; (2) negligence per se, in vio lation of the Higher 
Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1099b, and 34 C.F.R. §§ 
602.16, 602.25; and (3) injunctive and declaratory relief 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2201 et seq.1 HN~ "-i] Diversity 
jur isdiction extends beyond state and fore ign law claims 
to include federa l law c laims like the ones Bristol [*8] 
has asserted. See Hales v. Winn-Dixie Stores. Inc .• 500 
F.2d 836. 848 n.1 (4th Cir. 1974) ("While state law 
claims usual ly may only be asserted when diversity is 
present , the same cannot be said of the converse: this 
Court knows of no case or policy requiring that diversity 
jur isdiction may only include state or foreign law claims 
and must exclude federa l law cla ims. Federa l law does 
on occasion control suits brought under diversity 
jur isdiction ."). Accordingly, satisfied with the existence of 
federal subject matter jur isdiction , we proceed to 
consider whether the district court erred in grant ing the 
preliminary injunction. 

111. 

ACICS argues that the district court erred by granting 
Bristo l's request for a preliminary injunction because 
Bristo l did not demonstrate a likelihood of success on 
the merits of its due process claim , as Bristol failed to 
establish that ACICS's decisions were arbitrary and 
capricious. HN~ "-i] To obta in a prelim inary injunction, a 
plaintiff "must demonstrate that (1) they are likely to 
succeed on the merits; (2) they will likely suffer 
irreparable harm absent an injunction; (3) the balance of 
hardships weighs in their favor ; and (4) the injunction is 
in the publ ic interest." League of Women Voters of N.C. 
v. North Carolina. 769 F.3d 224, 236 (4th Cir. 2014) . We 
review "a distr ict court's dec ision to grant 
preliminary [*9] injunct ions under an abuse of discretion 
standard ." Pashbv v. Delia, 709 F.3d 307, 319 (4th Cir. 
2013). The district court's decision "will not be disturbed 
on appeal unless the record shows an abuse of that 
discret ion, regardless of whether the appellate court 

1 Of course, the Declaratory Judgment Act "creates [no] 
substantive rights," CGM. LLC v. Bel/south Te/ecomms .• Inc .• 
664 F.3d 46, 55 (4th Cir. 2011), but under the circumstances 
of this appeal, and unlike our concurring friend, we need not 
pause to assess the legal sufficiency of the claims asserted in 
the first two counts of the complaint. Instead, given the 
undeniable existence of subject matter jurisdiction, we limit our 
considerat ion to the issue of whether the district court erred in 
applying the standards for a preliminary injunction, the very 
basis for this interlocutory appeal, over which we surely have 
jurisdict ion. 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1). 
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would, in the first instance , have decided the matter 
differently ." Centro Tepevac v. Montgomery Ctv .• 722 
F.3d 184. 188 (4th Cir. 2013) (en bane). A district court 
abused its discretion if it "applied an incorrect 
preliminary injunction standard , rested its decision on a 
clear ly erroneous finding of a materia l fact , or 
misapprehended the law with respect to under lying 
issues in litigation." Id. (internal quotation marks and 
alterations omitted). 

HN4(':i ] Accreditation agencies owe a common law duty 
of due process "to employ fair procedures when making 
decisions ." Prof'! Massage Training Ctr.. Inc. v. 
Accreditation Alf. of Career Sch. & Coifs .• 781 F.3d 161. 
169 (4th Cir. 2015). ACICS was a federally -recognized 
accrediting agency when it reviewed and den ied 
Bristol's renewal of accreditation application . As such, 
its actions were subject to the due process requirements 
of 20 U.S.C. § 1099b(a)(6) and its supporting regulation , 
34 C. F. R. § 602.25. 

HN§J.":i] Although the Administrative Procedure Act 
does not specifically apply to private accrediting 
agencies for education institutions, "principles of 
administrative law are useful in determining the 
standard by which we review the agency's decis ion­
making process." Prof'! Massage Training Ctr .• 781 F.3d 
at 170 (alternat ions [*10) omitted). In assess ing 
whether an accreditation agency violates due process, 
we consider "only whether the decision of an accredit ing 
agency .. . is arbitrary and unreasonab le or an abuse of 
discretion and whether the decision is based on 
substantia l evidence." Id. at 171 (internal quotation 
marks omitted) . "Under this standard , courts are not free 
to conduct a de novo review or to substitute their 
judgment for the profess ional judgment of the educators 
involved in the accreditat ion process." Id. (interna l 
quotation marks omitted). 

HN§r~ ] Courts adjudicat ing common law due process 
claims against accrediting agencies "should focus 
primarily on whether the accrediting body's interna l rules 
provided a fair and impartial procedure and whether it 
followed its rules in reaching its dec ision." Prof'f 
Massage Training Ctr.. 781 F.3d at 172 (interna l 
quotation marks and alterations omitted). Agency 
actions are generally invalid where the "agency fails to 
follow its own procedures or regulations." Nader v. Blair. 
549 F.3d 953. 962 (4th Cir. 2008). 

A. 

AC ICS contends that the district court erred by 
determin ing that ACICS and the Review Board deprived 

Bristol of due process by failing to explain the decision 
to deny Bristol's renewa l application instead of providing 
Bristol more time to correct deficiencies. [*11] We 
conclude that ACICS and the Review Board were not 
required to explain that choice to comp ly with due 
process. 

1. 

The Accreditation Criteria clearly authorized ACICS to 
deny Bristol's renewal of accreditation application based 
on its numerous and repeated violations of the 
Accreditation Criteria. After determining that Bristol was 
not in compl iance with the Accreditation Criteria, ACICS 
either could have "take[n] prompt adverse action against 
the institution, or . .. require[d] the institut ion to take 
appropriate action to bring itself into comp liance with the 
Accreditation Criteria within a time frame specified by 
[ACICS] after the institution has been notified that it is 
not in compl iance." J.A. 287, 593. 

Over the course of seven months, ACICS conducted 
two site visits, repeatedly informed Bristol of its 
deficienc ies, gave Bristol multiple opportunities to 
respond to those deficiencies, asked Bristol to explain 
why its renewal applicat ion should not be denied based 
on its remaining areas of noncomp liance , and provided 
Bristol a written explanation for denying its application 
for renewal of accreditat ion based on the 24 unresolved 
violations it identified , none of which Bristol has 
contested. Nothing [*12) more was required to satisfy 
due process. See Prof'f Massage Training Ctr .• 781 F.3d 
at 174 (holding that accred iting agency's denial of 
school's appl ication for reaccred itation was not arbitrary 
and capricious because the school "was afforded ample 
notice that it was not in compliance with [the 
accreditat ion standards] and numerous opportunities to 
remedy identified deficiencies"). 

Furthermore , because the Accreditation Criteria 
permitted ACICS to deny Bristol's renewal of 
accreditat ion application due to Bristol 's noncompliance 
with the accred itation standards , ACICS was not 
required to explain why it did not take an alternat ive 
action such as providing Bristol additional time to cure 
deficienc ies. See !nova Alexandria Hosp. v. Shafafa. 
244 F.3d 342. 351 (4th Cir. 2001) ("As a general rule, 
the considerat ion of whether a lesser sanction might be 
adequate should be a step in the path to the ultimate 
decision ... . But this does not mean that the Board's 
explanation had to include express considerat ion of 
possib le alternat ives to its decision ."); see also Motor 
Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n of U.S .• Inc. v. State Farm Mut. 
Auto. Ins. Co .• 463 U.S. 29. 51. 103 S. Ct. 2856. 77 L. 
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Ed. 2d 443 (1983) ("[A]n agency [need not] consider all 
policy alternatives in reaching [a] decision."). ACICS's 
denial letter identifying Bristol's remaining violations of 
the Accreditation Criteria adequately explained its 
decision not to renew Bristol's accreditation, [*13] and 
no further explanation was necessary to satisfy the 
requirements of due process. 

2. 

The Review Board was similarly under no obligation to 
provide its rationale for not granting Bristol more time. 
The Review Board is a "separate, independent appeals 
body" with the power to affirm, amend, or reverse the 
decision of ACICS, or remand the case to ACICS with 
recommendations for further consideration. J.A. 292, 
597-98. According to the Accreditation Criteria, "[t]he 
Review Board panel may amend or reverse the decision 
of [ACICS] or remand the case to [ACICS] for further 
consideration only if it finds the decision was: (i) 
arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise in substantial 
disregard of the Accreditation Criteria, or (ii) not 
supported by substantial evidence in the record on 
which [ACICS] took the negative action." J.A. 292, 598. 
Furthermore, "[t]he Review Board panel cannot amend 
or reverse the decision of [ACICS] or remand the 
decision based on argument by the appellant that 
[ACICS's] action was disproportionate to the violations 
cited." J.A. 292, 598. 

The Review Board complied with the Accreditation 
Criteria by issuing a written decision affirming ACICS on 
the basis that "the action of [ACICS] is [*14] supported 
by substantial evidence in the record and was not 
arbitrary and capricious." J.A. 501. By determining that 
ACICS's decision was supported by substantial 
evidence and was not arbitrary and capricious, the 
Review Board properly conducted its limited review of 
ACICS's actions. Moreover, under the Accreditation 
Criteria, the Review Board did not have the authority to 
amend or reverse ACICS's decision based on Bristol's 
contention that more time was warranted to come into 
compliance, as that would violate the Accreditation 
Criteria's prohibition of amending or reversing a decision 
based on the argument that "[ACICS's] action was 
disproportionate to the violations cited." See J.A. 292, 
598. 

B. 

ACICS next argues that the district court erred by 
finding that ACICS failed to follow its own internal review 
procedures when it advanced to the show-cause stage 
without providing Bristol a compliance warning or clear 

deadlines for compliance. We conclude that none of 
these actions violated the Accreditation Criteria. 

ACICS did not violate its procedures when, in its August 
2015 letter, it deferred action, issued a show-cause 
directive, and continued Bristol's accreditation through 
December [*15] 2015 to allow the school to provide its 
response. Nothing in the Accreditation Criteria indicates 
that ACICS could not simultaneously issue a deferral 
and a show-cause directive. ACICS explained in its 
letter that it was not only deferring action but also 
directing Bristol to show cause why its application 
should not be denied "due to the large and varied 
amount of findings incurred at the institution during the 
on-site evaluation and the inability to clear these 
findings in the institution's response." J.A. 223. ACICS 
followed the Accreditation Criteria's rules governing 
deferral, which provide that "[i]n all cases of deferral on 
renewal of accreditation of accredited institutions, 
[ACICS] will extend the present grant of accreditation for 
a period sufficient for the institution to provide the 
information needed." J.A. 288, 594. By continuing the 
current grant of accreditation, ACICS provided Bristol 
time to respond and show cause why its accreditation 
should not be denied. 

ACICS was not required to issue a compliance warning, 
and the district court erred by relying on the compliance 
warning requirement found in the 2016 Accreditation 
Criteria. The compliance warning requirement was 
added [*16] to the Accreditation Criteria on January 1, 
2016, after ACICS had issued its denial letter. Although 
ACICS submitted the 2016 version of the Accreditation 
Criteria to the district court, the 2016 version stated that 
it was not in effect until January 1, 2016, and that the 
compliance warning was added as of that date. 

Bristol was not entitled to more time and extended 
deadlines to achieve compliance. To the contrary, the 
Accreditation Criteria would have allowed ACICS to 
immediately withdraw Bristol's accreditation upon 
determining that Bristol was not in conformance with the 
accreditation standards. Although the Accreditation 
Criteria provide that two years is the maximum amount 
of time ACICS would give an institution like Bristol to 
come into compliance, ACICS was not required to 
provide Bristol any minimum amount of time to remedy 
its deficiencies. Even so, after finding Bristol 
noncompliant, ACICS did not promptly withdraw Bristol's 
accreditation but instead provided Bristol with clear 
deadlines within which to fix deficiencies: ACICS's June 
2015 renewal of accreditation visit report requested an 
explanatory response to the school's 40 violations of the 
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Accreditation Criteria by [*17] June 25, 2015 , and its 
August 2015 show-cause direct ive put Bristol on notice 
that it cou ld lose its accreditat ion at ACICS's December 
2015 meeting and asked Bristol to provide a response 
to its 37 remaining areas of noncompliance by October 
31, 2015 . Accordingly , ACICS did not violate due 
process by denying Bristol's renewal of accreditation 
application in December 2015 based on 24 unresolved 
def iciencies, and the district court erred by finding that 
Bristol demonstrated a likelihood of success on the 
merits.2 

IV. 

For the forgoing reasons , the distr ict court's order 
granting the preliminary injunction and staying the 
proceedings is reversed, the stay is vacated, and this 
case is remanded for such further proceedings not 
inconsistent with this opinion as may be necessary in 
the discret ion of the district court . 

REVERSED, VACATED, AND REMANDED 

Concur by: WYNN 

Concur 

WYNN , Circuit Judge, concurring: 

I agree with the major ity opinion that the proper result in 
this case is to vacate the district court's order granting a 
preliminary injunct ion in favor of Bristol Univers ity 
("Bristol") and against the Accrediting Counci l for 
Independent Colleges and Schools (the "Accredit ing 
Council") . But my reason for vacating [*18] the distr ict 
court's order is based on mootness . The district court 
granted the preliminary injunction on grounds that 
Bristol was likely to succeed on the merits of its claim 
that the Accrediting Counci l breached its federa l 
common law due process -like duty to Bristol in deciding 
to withdraw Bristol's accreditat ion. But follow ing the 
district court's grant of the pre liminary injunction , the 
Accrediting Council lost its federa l recognition as an 
accrediting agency. The Accrediting Counci l's loss of 
recognition deprives federa l courts of any basis to afford 
Bristol relief based on the two causes of action asserted 

2 Although ACICS argues that the district court committed 
several additional legal errors in applying the preliminary 
injunction standard, given our conclusion as to Bristol's 
likelihood of success on the merits, we need not reach the 
other asserted errors. 

in the compla int, both of which rest on federal law 
governing federa lly recogn ized accredit ing agencies . 
Thus, th is case is moot, requiring us to vacate the 
injunct ion and stay entered by the district court and to 
remand with instructions that the case be dismissed 
without prejudice . 

I. 

The Accrediting Counci l, a not-for-profit accrediting 
organ ization , first accred ited Bristol in 1993. In 2012, the 
Accredit ing Counc il renewed Bristol's accred itation for a 
three -year period, running through December 31, 2015 . 
At the time of the renewal , the Department of Education 
recognized [*19] the Accrediting Council as a national 
accrediting agency , thereby allowing attendees of 
institut ions accredited by the Accredit ing Council-l ike 
Bristol-to participate in federa l student aid programs. In 
the fal l of 2014 , Bristol appl ied to the Accrediting 
Counc il for renewal of its accreditation . In the course of 
its accred itation review, the Accred iting Counci l 
ident ified numerous deficiencies in Bristol's operations . 
After Bristol was unable to remedy all of the identified 
deficienc ies, the Accrediting Council denied Bristol 's 
application for renewa l and withdrew Bristol 's 
accreditat ion. 

Bristol's comp laint alleges that , in withdrawing Bristol 's 
accreditat ion, the Accrediting Council failed to comply 
with its own procedures and policies , as well as with 
procedures and policies for federally recognized 
accrediting agencies set forth in the Higher Education 
Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1099b, and 34 C.F.R. §§ 602.16, 
602.25. To that end, Bristol's compla int asserted two 
causes of action. 1 First, Bristol alleged that the 

1 Bristol also sought declaratory and injunctive relief pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 et seq. The majority rightly notes that the 
Declaratory Judgment Act does not "create[] any substantive 
rights" or provide a standalone cause of action. CGM, LLC v. 
Bel/South Telecomms .• Inc., 664 F.3d 46, 55-56 (4th Cir. 
2011) (citing Skelly Oil Co. v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 339 U.S. 
667, 671-72, 70 S. Ct. 876, 94 L. Ed. 1194 (1950)); see also 
Skelly Oil, 339 U.S. at 671 (explaining that the Declaratory 
Judgment Act "is procedural only" and "did not extend (federal 
courts'] jurisdict ion" (internal quotation marks omitted)). 
Accordingly, Bristol's claim under the Declaratory Judgment 
Act only entitles Bristol to a particular type of relief in the event 
that either or both of its substantive causes of action succeed 
on the merits. "Stated differently , '[a] request for declaratory 
relief is barred to the same extent that the claim for 
substantive relief on which it is based would be barred."' CGM, 
LLC, 664 F.3d at 55-56 (alteration in original) (quoting Int'/ 
Ass 'n of Machinists & Aerospace Workers v. Tenn. Valley 
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Accrediting Council, in denying Bristol's application for 
renewed accreditation, failed to comply with the due 
process-like duty imposed on recognized accrediting 
agencies, in violation of federal common law. See Prof '/ 
Massage Training Ctr., Inc. v. Accreditation All. of 
Career Sch. & Coifs., 781 F.3d 161, 169 (4th Cir. 2015). 
Second, [*20) Bristol alleged that the Accrediting 
Council was negligent per se in denying Bristol's 
application for renewed accreditation, in violation of 
certain provisions of the Higher Education Act, 20 
U.S.C. § 1099b, and its implementing regulations. The 
district court granted the preliminary injunction and stay 
based on Bristol's federal common law claim. 

After the Accrediting Council filed its appeal of the 
district court's order, the Department of Education 
terminated its recognition of the Accrediting Council as a 
national accrediting agency. Although the Accrediting 
Council appealed the Department of Education's 
decision, the Department of Education denied that 
appeal. The Accrediting Council is challenging the 
Department of Education's decision in court, Accrediting 
Council for lndep. Coifs. & Sch. v. U.S. Dep't of Educ., 
No. 1 :16-cv-02448-RBW (D.D.C.), but , as it stands, the 
Accrediting Council is not a recognized accrediting 
agency for purposes of the Higher Education Act. The 
Accrediting Council's loss of federal recognition calls 
into question the just iciability of Bristol's claims. 

II. 

"Mootness has been described as the doctrine of 
standing set in a time frame." Arizonans for Official 
English v. Arizona, 520 U.S. 43, 68 n.22, 117 S. Ct. 
1055, 137 L. Ed. 2d 170 ( 1997) (internal quotation [*21) 
marks omitted). Accordingly, a case can become moot 
due either to a change in facts or a change in law that 
undercuts a plaintiff's basis for asserting standing. See 
Simmons v. United Mortg. & Loan Inv., LLC, 634 F.3d 
754, 763 (4th Cir. 2011 ). "[T]o satisfy Article II l's 
standing requirements, a plaintiff must show (1) it has 
suffered an 'injury in fact' ... ; (2) the injury is fairly 
traceable to the challenged action of the defendant; and 
(3) it is likely, as opposed to merely speculative, that the 
injury wil l be redressed by a favorable decision." Friends 
of the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOG), Inc .• 
528 U.S. 167, 180-81, 120 S. Ct. 693, 145 L. Ed. 2d 610 
(2000). Due to the Accrediting Council's loss of federal 
recognition, neither of Bristol's two causes of action 
provide a basis to redress Bristol's alleged injury. As a 
result, Bristol lacks standing to continue pursuing its 

Auth., 108 F.3d 658, 668 (6th Cir. 1997)). 

claims against the Accrediting Council, and the present 
action is thus moot. 

The district court awarded Bristol preliminary injunctive 
relief based on the Accrediting Council's alleged 
violation of the federal "common law duty on the part of 
quasi-public private . . . accreditation associations to 
employ fair procedures when making decisions affecting 
their members." Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d at 169 
(internal quotation marks omitted). This Court first 
recognized such a duty in Professional Massage 
Training Center, Inc. v. Accreditation Alliance of Career 
Schools & Colleges, 781 F.3d 161 (4th Cir. 2015). This 
common law "duty was meant to operate as a 
'check [*22] on organizations that exercise significant 
authority in areas of public concern such as 
accreditation and professional licensing."' Id. at 170 
(quoting Thomas M. Cooley Law Sch. v. Am. Bar Ass 'n, 
459 F.3d 705, 712 (6th Cir. 2006)). In recognizing the 
common law duty, we emphasized that, though they 
serve important public functions, "[a]ccreditation 
agencies are private entities, not state actors, and as 
such are not subject to the strictures of constitutional 
due process requirements." Id. at 169 (emphasis 
added). 

Nonetheless, we identified several reasons for imposing 
a common law due process-like duty on federally 
recognized accrediting agencies. Id. at 170. First, in the 
Higher Education Act, Congress "delegated to 
accreditation agencies a decisionmaking power that 
affects student access to federal education funding." Id. 
In particular, accreditation by a recognized accrediting 
agency is required for institutions of higher education to 
access federal student aid funding. See 20 U.S.C. § 
1002(a). (b)(1 )(0) (defining an "institution of higher 
education" as, in part, an institution "accredited by a 
nationally recognized accrediting agency or 
association"); id. § 1070a(a)(1) (requiring students who 
receive federal Pell grants to be "in attendance at an 
institution of higher education") ; id. § 1087aa(b) 
(allowing "an institution of higher education" to 
make [*23] federal Perkins loans to eligible students); 
see also Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d at 170 ("Accreditation 
... is a prerequisite to Title IV funding and it provides 
assurance that the federal loans and grants are 
awarded to students who will get the education for 
which they are paying."). As a result, "accreditation 
agencies .. . serve an important quasi-public role in the 
dispersal of federal student aid funding." Prof'/ Massage, 
781 F.3d at 171. Namely, the Department of Education 
"rel[ies] on a number of select nationally recognized 
accrediting agencies that the Secretary of Education 
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deems to be 'reliable authorit[ies] regarding the quality 
of the education or training provided by' schools" to 
ensure that the institutions that receive federal student 
aid funding are educating their students appropriately. 
Id. (second alteration in original). 

A second "underpinning" of our recognition of this 
federal common law duty is "the fact that Congress has 
given exclusive jurisdiction to United States district 
courts over" certain disputes between institutions of 
higher education and nationally recognized accrediting 
agencies. Id. at 170. In particular, the Higher Education 
Act provides that "any civil action brought by an 
institution of higher education seeking accreditation 
from, [*24] or accredited by, an accrediting agency or 
association recognized by the Secretary . . . and 
involving the denial, withdrawal, or termination of 
accreditation of the institution of higher education, shall 
be brought in the appropriate United States district 
court." 20 U.S.C. § 1099b(f). Congress's decision to 
vest exclusive jurisd iction in federal courts over this 
class of disputes "necessarily implies the application of 
federal law" and supports the imposition of a federal 
common law due process-like duty on recognized 
accrediting agencies. Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d at 170 
(internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Chi. Sch. of 
Automatic Transmissions, Inc. v. Accreditation All. of 
Career Sch. & Coifs .. 44 F.3d 447, 449 (7th Cir. 1994)). 

In sum, the common law duty under which Bristol 
sought and obtained relief has as its foundation the 
unique role occupied by recognized accrediting 
agencies by virtue of their status as government­
approved authorities on the quality of educational 
institutions and gatekeepers for federal education 
funding. Id. at 169-70. And Congress's desire for federal 
law to govern alleged violations of this duty is further 
confirmed by language in the Higher Education Act 
providing that such agencies will be subject to federal 
jurisdiction in civil actions brought by institutions that 
have or seek those agencies' accreditation. Id. at 170. 

In this case, however, [*25] the Department of 
Education's decision to terminate its recognition of the 
Accrediting Council as a national accrediting agency 
removed the essential legal predicates underlying 
Bristol's federal claims against the Accrediting Council. 
See id. In particular, the Accrediting Council no longer 
has the power, delegated by Congress through the 
Higher Education Act, to make decisions "affect[ing] 
student access to federal education funding," eliminating 
the first "underpinning" of the common law duty. Id. Only 
accreditation by a "nationally recognized accrediting 

agency or association" renders an entity an "institution 
of higher education," 20 U.S.C. § 1002(a). (b)(1)(0) 
(emphasis added), eligible to receive federal student aid 
funding, id. §§ 1070a(a){1), 1087aa(b). Because the 
Accrediting Council is no longer a "nationally recognized 
accrediting agency," it no longer "serve[s] an important 
quasi-public role in the dispersal of federal student aid 
funding" or "wield[s] .. . life and death power" over 
Bristol based on its status as a gatekeeper to that 
funding. See Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d at 170-71. 

Nor can the second "underpinning"-Congress's grant 
of exclusive federal jurisdiction- provide a basis for our 
recognition of the federal common law cause of action 
pleaded in this case. Federal district [*26] courts have 
exclusive jurisdiction over "any civil action brought by an 
institution of higher education seeking accreditation 
from, or accredited by, an accrediting agency or 
association recognized by the Secretary." 20 U.S.C. § 
1099b(f) (emphasis added). This exclusive jurisdiction 
does not, by the express terms of the statute, extend to 
civil actions brought by institutions of higher education 
that are accredited by or seeking accreditation from 
agencies- like the Accrediting Council-that are not 
recognized by the Secretary of Education. 

Additionally, in Professional Massage, we framed the 
common law duty as applying to "quasi-public private . . 
. accreditation associations." Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d 
at 169 (internal quotation marks omitted). Without the 
Department of Education's recognition, the Accrediting 
Council is no longer a "quasi-public" accreditation 
association. It no longer qualifies as a "reliable authority 
regarding the quality of the education or training 
provided by" colleges and schools, 34 C.F.R. § 
602. 16(a). and it no longer controls access to federal 
education funding. Indeed, due to the absence of any 
connection to the federal government or its activities, 
there is no reason to subject the Accrediting Council to 
the strictures of the [*27] due process-like requirements 
that "quasi-public" federally recognized accrediting 
agencies must follow and that serve as the basis for 
Bristol's requested relief. 

Finally, the purpose behind this Court's recognition of 
the federal common law duty at issue would not be 
served by recognizing the cause of action pleaded in 
this case. "The duty was meant to operate as a check 
on organizations that exercise significant authority in 
areas of public concern such as accreditation and 
professional licensing." Prof'/ Massage, 781 F.3d at 170 
(emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
Without the Department of Education's recognition, the 
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Accrediting Council cannot exercise any authority over dismiss."). 
an institution of higher education's access to federal 
funds, nor can it exercise the federal government's 
delegated authority in a way that "gives the public some End of Document 

assurance that" the schools and programs the 
Accrediting Council accredits are providing satisfactory 
education and training. Id. at 171. 

Bristol's negligence per se action-which the district 
court did not rely upon in imposing the preliminary 
injunction-likew ise only relates to federally recognized 
accrediting agencies. In particular, Bristol alleged that 
the Accrediting Council [*28] engaged in negligence 
per se because it did not comply with certain procedural 
requirements set forth in Section 1099b, and its 
implementing regulations, in deciding not to renew 
Bristol's accreditation. But those statutory requirements 
apply only to federally recognized accrediting agencies. 
Accordingly, because the Accrediting Council is no 
longer federally accredited, Section 1099b and its 
implementing regulations no longer govern the 
Accrediting Council's conduct. 

In sum, the Department of Education's decision to 
terminate its recognition of the Accrediting Council as a 
nationally recognized accrediting agency eliminated any 
basis for relying on federal law to afford Bristol relief. 
Since Bristol's complaint seeks relief only under federal 
law, there is no longer any basis to redress Bristol's 
alleged injury. As a result, I would dismiss this case as 
moot. 

Ill. 

Because Bristol's action is moot, I join the majority in 
vacating the preliminary injunction and stay entered 
below. I would therefore remand this matter to the 
district court with instructions to dismiss this suit without 
prejudice.2 See United States v. Munsingwear, Inc .• 340 
U.S. 36, 39. 71 S. Ct. 104. 95 L. Ed. 36 (1950) ("The 
established practice of the Court in dealing with a civil 
case from a court in the federal system which has [*29] 
become moot while on its way here or pending our 
decision on the merits is to reverse or vacate the 
judgment below and remand with a direction to 

2 1 offer no view regarding whether Bristol may base a claim for 
relief on another cause of action , such as a breach of contract 
claim under state law, or whether Bristol may refile its federal 
common law claim in the event that the Department of 
Education reinstates the Accredit ing Council's recognition. I 
simply note that there is no cause of action currently before 
this Court that affords a basis for redressing Bristol's alleged 
harm. 
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May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Mr. Wynn Blanton 
Santa Barbara Business College 
5300 California Avenue 
Bakersfield, CA 93309 

ID Code 00010730(MC) 

Wynn.Blan ton@SBBColl ege.edu 

Subject: Student Achievement Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through 
Teach Out for Good Cause 

Dear Mr. Blanton: 

The Council has reviewed the final pro gram information as reported on the camp us's 2017 
Campu s Acco untability Report (CAR). As a result of its review, the Council found that the 
Criminal Justice academic associate's degree program continues not to meet the Council' s 
standard of 60% for placement , having reported placement outcom es of 18%, 58%, and 57% for 
2017, 2016, and 2015, respectively. 

The Council has also taken under consideration that the campus has completed the application to 
cease all instructional activity in this pro gram no later than October 14, 2018. 

Council Action 

Therefor e, while the appropriate student achievement enforcement action should be a withdrawal 
of pro gram approval, consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Council determined that 
a good cause extension , consistent with the Introduction to the Council Actions chapter of the 
A ccreditation Criteria, is warranted to facilitat e a program train out that serves the best interest 
of the students still enrolled. The expectation remains that these students will be provid ed with 
career services and other resources beyond their completion as the campus honors its 
responsibility in this regard. 

In the interim, the institution/campus is required to submit Quarterly 20 18 Campus 
Accountabilit y Report s (CAR), to be submitted via the ACICS CAR system. Docum entation to 
support any placem ent waivers may be requested by the Council, at its discretion. The 3rd 

Quarter CAR is due no later than August 1, 2018. 

750 First Street, NE, Suite 980 e washington. DC 20002 - 4223 • t - 202 .336.6780 • f - 202 .842 .2593 eww w.acics.org 

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS 



Mr. Wynn Blanton 
May 10, 2018 
Page 2 of 2 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgilliam@acics .org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S . Depart ment of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Dr. Michael Marion Jr., California Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
(michael.marion@dca .ca.gov) 



May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Mrs. Linda Roberts 
Florida Technical College 
12900 Challenger Parkway 
Orlando , FL 32826 

ID Code 000 11286(MC) 

acicsorlando@ftccollege.edu 

Subject: Student Achievem ent Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through Teach Out 
for Good Cause 

Dear Mrs. Roberts: 

The Council has reviewed the final program information as reported on the campus's 2017 Camp us 
Acco untability Report (CAR). As a result of its review , the Counci l found that the Crimin al Justice 
academic associate's degree program cont inues not to meet the Council's standar d of 60% for 
placeme nt, having reported placement outcomes of 11%, 45%, and 50% for 20 17, 2016, and 20 15, 
respective ly. 

The Council has also taken under considerat ion that the campus has completed the applicat ion to cease all 
instructiona l activity in this program no later than July 23, 2018. 

Council Action 

Therefore, while the appropriate student achievement enforcement action should be a withdrawal of 
progra m approva l, consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Counci l detennined that a good 
cause extension, consistent with the Introd uction to the Council Act ions chapter of the Accreditation 
Criteria, is warranted to facilitate a program train out that serves the best interest of the students still 
enrolled . The expectatio n remains that these students will be prov ided with career services and other 
resources beyond their complet ion as the campus honors its responsibi lity in this regard. 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgmiam@acics.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

1~)(6) 

Michelle Edwards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Mr. Samuel Ferguson, Commfasion for Independent Education, Florida Department of Education 
(Joey.Smith@fldoe.org) 
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May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Mr. Milton Anderson 
President 
Virginia College 
5841 Ridgewood Road 
Jackson, MS 3921 1 

ID Code 00018779(BC) 

regulatory.jackson@vc.edu 

Subject: Student Achievement Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through 
Teach Out for Good Cause 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

The Council has reviewed the final program information as reported on the camp us's 2017 
Campus Accountabilit y Report (CAR) . As a result of its review, the Council found that the 
Pharmacy Technician certificate program continues not to meet the Council's standard of 60% 
for placement, having reported placement outcomes of 45% and 46% for 20 17 and 2016, 
respect ively. 

The Council has also taken under consideration that the camp us has completed the application to 
cease all instructional activity in this program no later than September 1, 2018 . 

Council Action 

Therefore, while the appropriate student achievement enforcemen t action should be a withdrawal 
of program approval, consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Council determin ed that 
a good cause extension, consistent with the Introduction to the Council Actions chapter of the 
Accreditation Criteria, is warranted to facilitate a program train out that serves the best interest 
of the students still enrolled. The expectation remains that these students will be provided with 
career services and other resources beyond their completion as the campus honors its 
responsibility in this regard. 

In the interim, the institution/campus is required to submit Quarterly 2018 Campus 
Accountabi lity Reports (CAR), to be submitted via the ACICS CAR system. Documentation to 
support any placement waivers may be requested by the Council, at its discretion. The 3rd 

Quarter CAR is due no later than August 1, 2018. 
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If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgilliam@acics.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edw ards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Ms. Kim Vemeuille, Mississippi Commission of Propri etary School and College 
Registration (kverne uille@mccb .edu) 



May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Ms. Leeann Campb ell 
Onsite Administrato r 
Southern Technical College - Auburnda le 
344-396 Havendale Boulevard 
Auburndale, FL 33823 

ID Code 00023740(BC) 

Aub-Compliance@southe rntech. edu 

Subject: Student Achievement Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through 
Teach Out for Good Cause 

Dear Ms. Campbe ll: 

The Council has reviewed the final program information as reported on the camp us's 2017 
Campu s Accountabilit y Report (CAR). As a result of its review, the Council found that the 
Applied Electronics Technology academic associate's degree program contin ues not to meet 
the Council' s standard of 60% for placement, having reported placement outcomes of 42% and 
50% for 2017 and 2016 , respective ly. 

The Council has also taken under consideration that the campus has completed the application to 
cease all instructional activity in this pro gram no later than October 14, 2018 . 

Council Action 

Therefore , while the appropriate student achievement enforcement action should be a withdrawal 
of program approval , consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Council determin ed that 
a good cause extension, consistent with the Introduction to the Council Actions chapter of the 
A ccreditation Criteria, is warranted to facilitate a program train out that serves the best interest 
of the students still enrolled. The expectation remains that these students will be provid ed with 
career services and other resources beyond their completion as the campus honors its 
responsibility in this regard. 

In the interim , the institution/campus is required to submit Quarterly 20 18 Campu s 
Accountabi lity Report s (CAR), to be submitted via the ACICS CAR system. Docum entation to 
support any placement waivers may be requested by the Council , at its discretion. The 3rd 

Quarter CAR is due no later than August 1, 2018. 
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If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgilliam@acics .org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Edwards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S . Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Mr. Samue l Ferguson, Commission for Independe nt Education, Florida Department of 
Education (J oey.Smith @fldoe .org) 



May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Mr. William Wells 
Campus President 
Virginia College 
9501 Cortana Pl. 
Baton Rouge, LA 70815 

ID Code 0004 1407( BC) 

regulatory .batonrouge@vc.edu 

Subject: Student Achievement Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through Teach Out 
for Good Cause 

Dear Mr. Wells: 

The Council has reviewed the final program information as reported on the campus' s 2017 Campus 
Accountabi lity Report (CAR). As a result of its review, the Counc il found that the Healthcare 
Reimbursement academic associate 's degree program continues not to meet the Council' s standard of 
60% for placement, having reported placement outcomes of 42%, 40% , and 56% for 2017, 20 16, and 
2015, respectively . 

The Council has also taken under considerat ion that the campus has completed the applica tion to cease all 
instructio nal activity in this program no later than July 31, 2018. 

Council Action 

Therefore, while the appropriate student achieveme nt enforcement action should be a withdrawa l of 
progra m approval, consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Council determined that a good 
cause extension, consistent with the Introduction to the Council Actions chapter of the Accreditation 
Criteria, is warranted to fac ilitate a progra m train out that serves the best interest of the students still 
enrolled . The expec tation remains that these students will be provided with career services and other 
resources beyond their completion as the campus honors its responsibility in this regard. 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgilliam@acics.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

l(b)(6) 

Michelle Edwards 
Pres ident and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanager@ed .gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Ms . Carol Marabe lla, Louisiana Board of Regents (carol.marabella@la.gov) 
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May 10, 2018 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

Ms. Leti cia Ventura 
Campus Director 
Brightwood College 
1500 South Jackson Road 
McAllen , TX 78503 

ID Code 0017 1025(BC) 

regulatory .mcallen@brightwood.edu 

Subject: Student Achievement Review - Program-Level Compliance Warning through Teach Out 
for Good Cause 

Dear Ms. Ventura: 

The Council has reviewed the final program informati on as reported on the campus's 2017 Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR). As a result of its review, the Council found that the Criminal Justice 
academic associate's degree program cont inues not to meet the Council's standard of 60% for 
placement , having reported placement outcomes of21% and 57% for 2017 and 2016 , respectively. 

The Council has also taken under considerat ion that the campus has completed the application to cease all 
instructiona l activity in this program no later than July 2, 2018. 

Council Action 

Therefore, while the appropriate student achievement enforcement action should be a withdrawal of 
program approval, consistent with the guidelines of Appendix L, the Council detenn ined that a good 
cause extension, consistent with the Introduction to the Council Actions chapter of the Accreditation 
Criteria, is warranted to facilitate a program train out that serves the best interest of the students still 
enrolled. The expectatio n remains that these students will be provid ed with career services and other 
resources beyond their completion as the campus honors its responsi bility in this regard. 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at 
pwgmiam@a cics.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
1~)(6) 

Michelle Edwards 
President and CEO 

c: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education 
(aslrecordsmanage r@ed.gov) (CaseTeams@ed.gov) 

Ms. Cathie Maeyaert, Texas Higher Educat ion Coordinating Board (cathie.maeyaert@thecb.state.tx.us) 
Texas Workforce Comm ission (Career.schools@twc.state.tx.us) 
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Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools 

TYPICAL POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

Vote d by the Council on Decemb er 11, 2014 

Introduction: There is a need for the Council to manage policy development and implementation in a 
more systematic manner. The craft ing of policy statements requ ires much research and input from 
experts, Council staff , institutional representatives and Commissioners . This document provides a 
proposed general pattern for policy development and implementation. Deviations may be necessary if 
regulatory requirements are involved . 

Major Events Recommended Activities 
FEBRUARY POLICY COUNCIL • Identify need for new or revised standards and criteria 

• Consider input from the field on systematic review of 
criteria 

• Assemble Commissioners' initial input to the crafting of 
new criteria 

• Establish ad hoc committees if needed and assign staff to 
coordinate research and development of proposed policy 

• Unless requi red to meet regulatory deadlines, refrain from 
voting any final criteria 
Note : Eliminate need for a Memorandum to the Field 
follow ing the February Policy Council. 

APRIL COUNCIL SESSION • Present Policy Discussion proposals 

• Get Council and staff input and revise proposals accordingly 

• Present supporting research data and impact analysis 
Not e: Utilize Webinars and/ or oth er publi cation s to 
communicate major topic s under considerati on, not for 
publicati on of propos ed policies . 

AUGUST COUNCIL SESSION • Present Policy Decision proposals 

• Vote on proposals for publication in the Memorandum to 
the Field 
Note: Conduct webinar(s) to clarify or answer any 
questions concerning the propos ed standards. 

DECEMBER COUNCIL SESSION • Analyze input from the fi eld on proposed criteria 

• Revise proposed pol icy as needed, based on public input 

• Vote on final criteria and identify effective dates 
Not e: Revise Evaluator Templat es and quality assurance 
proce sses. Train staff, evaluator s and chairs. 

Publication of the Annual AC/CS • Publish the annual AC/CS Accreditation Criteria for the new 
Accreditati on Criteria and year in January and clearly identify effect ive dates 
Effective Dates for Policy • Designate JULY 1 fo llowing the December Council as the 
Implementation general effect ive date of new or revised Criter ia 

Note: Council may vote an extra year 's lead tim e for 
selected policies-July 1 of the following year. 
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From : 
To : 
Subject : 
Date: 
Attachments: 

carolvn oraaer 
i.nfQ. 

Letter for President Michelle Edwards 
Thursday, September 14, 2017 10:24:40 AM 

lfilteLto_M .... Edwarns~x 
CARQL YN...EB.AGEB....te.s.ume_shott.docx 

It would be appreciated if the enclosed letter and supporting material were redirected to the attention 
of President Edwards. 

Hard copies have also been directly mailed. 

Thank you. Carolyn Prager 



175 w. 93rd St. , apt. 16J 
New York , NY 10025 
212.865 .1780 

l(b)(6) l@gmail.com / ._f b)-(6_) ___ _,l@gmail.com 

September 14, 2017 

Michelle Edwards 
President 
ACICS 
750 First Street NE 
Suite 980 
Washington, DC 20002-4223 

Dear President Edwards: 

I am pleased to learn that ACICS will apply for Department of Education Recognition As A 
National Accreditor. 

I have served on several ACICS site evaluation teams over the years, primarily as the General 
Education and ESL team evaluator. A review of your files would confirm my past discussions 
with members of the executive staff about ways in which the Standards applying to General 
Education and ESL might be reworked. 

I would like to work with ACICS in a revision of these standards. As the attached resume 
indicates, I have broad faculty and senior administrative experience at a variety of non-degree 
granting and degree granting postsecondary institutions, at state postsecondary policy agencies, 
and on both regional and national accreditation teams. 

Please contact me if I might serve in some capacity that would assist in moving ACICS forward. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Prager, Ph.D. 
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Review Issue Crite ria Suggested Ad Hoc Memo-to-the-Field Guidance (What problems are we 
Period Survey Feedbac k looking to solve? ) 
2018 Distance Education Appendix H -Pam Bennett (Online and Library -we need to -Clean-up of outdated language and 

Ed Consultant/ASHES DE acknow ledge changing content 
Specialist) technology by -Targeted survey for specific feedback 

allowing for more -Consideration regarding retention 
-Andrea Olson (Previous Director innovative approaches 
of Research and Development to 
include online courses/programs) 

-Fawzie Ben Massoud(Online 
instructor w/background in 
multiple DE positions) 

-DEAC Recommendation 

2018 English as a Second Appendix F -Carol Prager (ESL program/course -more flexibility for -Clean-up of outdated language and 
Language development) qualified through content 

experience -Targeted survey for specific feedback 
-Bobbijo Pinnelli(ESL 
Instructor/Director of Gen Ed.) 

-Charlie Matterson(ACCET 
Commissioner/Previous Director of 
Program Operations-American 
Language Academy) 

2018 International/Government TBD -Ian Harazduk (Compliance Officer -N/A -Explore model similar to that of 
/Military Institutions for ACICS institution in Denmark) DEAC? 

-Ezer Tossas (Consultant for several 
internationa l institut ions) 

-Billy Ferrell(Previous Academic 
Dean and Developer of Bilingual 
Training for international 
franchises) 



2019 Academic Associate's Section 3-
Degree and Bachelor's 4s and 3-Ss 
Degree 

2019 Occupational Associate's Section 3-
Degree 3s 

2019 Certificate/Diploma Level Section 3-
2s 

2020 Standards for All Section 3-
Institutions ls 

2021 CEP Appendix K 

2021 Publications Appendix C 

2021 Satisfactory Academic Appendix D 
Progress 

2021 Guidelines for Appendix E 
Institutionally Funded 
Student Aid 

2022 Nontraditional Education Appendix H 

2022 International Partnership Appendix I 
Agreements 

2022 Program Enhancement Appendix J 
Education and Study 
Abrooad 



Review Issue Crite ria Suggested Ad Hoc Memo-to-the-Field Guidance (What problems are we 
Period Survey Feedbac k looking to solve? ) 
2018 Distance Education Appendix H -Pam Bennett (Online and Library -we need to -Clean-up of outdated language and 

Ed Consultant/ASHES DE acknow ledge changing content 
Specialist) technology by -Targeted survey for specific feedback 

allowing for more -Consideration regarding retention 
-Andrea Olson (Previous Director innovative approaches 
of Research and Development to 
include online courses/programs) 

-Fawzie Ben Massoud(Online 
instructor w/background in 
multiple DE positions) 

-DEAC Recommendation 

2018 English as a Second Appendix F -Carol Prager (ESL program/course -more flexibility for -Clean-up of outdated language and 
Language development) qualified through content 

experience -Targeted survey for specific feedback 
-Bobbijo Pinnelli(ESL 
Instructor/Director of Gen Ed.) 

-Charlie Matterson(ACCET 
Commissioner/Previous Director of 
Program Operations-American 
Language Academy) 

2018 International/Government TBD -Ian Harazduk (Compliance Officer -N/A -Explore model similar to that of 
/Military Institutions for ACICS institution in Denmark) DEAC? 

-Ezer Tossas (Consultant for several 
internationa l institut ions) 

-Billy Ferrell(Previous Academic 
Dean and Developer of Bilingual 
Training for international 
franchises) 



2019 Academic Associate's Section 3-
Degree and Bachelor's 4s and 3-Ss 
Degree 

2019 Occupational Associate's Section 3-
Degree 3s 

2019 Certificate/Diploma Level Section 3-
2s 

2020 Standards for All Section 3-
Institutions ls 

2021 CEP Appendix K 

2021 Publications Appendix C 

2021 Satisfactory Academic Appendix D 
Progress 

2021 Guidelines for Appendix E 
Institutionally Funded 
Student Aid 

2022 Nontraditional Education Appendix H 

2022 International Partnership Appendix I 
Agreements 

2022 Program Enhancement Appendix J 
Education and Study 
Abrooad 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accred itation 
Criteria 

ACICS Evaluator 

Administrator 

Employer 

Faculty 

State 
Regulatory ... 

Student 

Other (please I 
specify} 

Q1 Are you one of the following? 
Answered: 169 Skipped: 0 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES 

ACICS Evaluator 8.88% 

Administrator 24.85% 

Employer 2.96% 

Faculty 4.73% 

State Regulatory Agency 5.33% 

Student 50.89% 

Other (please specify) 5.92% 

Total Respondents: 169 

1 / 7 

Survey Monkey 

90% 100% 

15 

42 

5 

8 

9 

86 

10 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accreditation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q2 Please review and propose any modifications, deletions , additions, or 
updates to the following areas under the Requirements for English as a 

Second Language (Appendix F) in the ACICS Accreditation Criteria (page 
118): 

ANSWER CHOICES 

Admissions criter ia/requirements 

Entrance/exit examination requirements 

Facul ty qualificat ions 

Clock or credit hour requirements 

Evaluation of ESL courses as part of anothe r program 

Answered: 6 Skipped: 163 

2/7 

RESPONSES 

66.67% 

66.67% 

83.33% 

50.00% 

66.67% 

4 

4 

5 

3 

4 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accred itation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q3 Please review and propose any modifications, deletions , additions, or 
updates to the following areas under the Principles and Requirements for 
Nontraditional Education: Distance Education (Appendix H: Section 11) in 

the ACICS Accreditation Criteria (page 124 ): 
Answered: 6 Skipped: 163 

ANSWER CHOICES 

Differentiation of hybrid versus blended distance education 

Delivery methods 

Admissions requirements 

Faculty qualificat ions and oversight 

Clock/credit hour measurements 

Student services access and availability 

Assessment 

3/ 7 

RESPONSES 

50.00% 

66.67% 

50.00% 

66.67% 

50.00% 

50.00% 

66.67% 

3 

4 

3 

4 

3 

3 

4 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accreditation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q4 Please review and propose any modifications, deletions , additions, or 
updates to the following areas under the Evaluation Standards for 

nondegree, occupational associate's degree, academic associate's 
degree, bachelor's degree, and master's degree programs (Title Ill, 

Chapters 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) in the ACICS Accreditation Criteria (page 60). Be 
sure to identify the credential level(s) you are referring to: 

ANSWER CHOICES 

The amount of credits required 

Faculty qualificat ions 

Appropriate teaching loads 

Appropriate ratio of full- to part-time instructors 

Answered: 6 Skipped: 163 

How to evaluate qualitative and quantitative comparability of the curriculum 

lnternship/externship requirements 

4/7 

RESPONSES 

66.67% 4 

66.67% 4 

33.33% 2 

50.00% 3 

50.00% 3 

66.67% 4 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accreditation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q5 ACICS is developing standards for the evaluation of short-term 
programs that have an occupational outcome (i.e. phlebotomy, home 
health aide) and would like to obtain additional feedback from the field 

regarding the following: 

ANSWER CHOICES 

Measuring student achievement program outcomes 

Curriculum evaluation 

Faculty qualificat ions 

Answered: 2 Skipped: 167 

5/7 

RESPO NSES 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

2 

2 

2 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accreditation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q6 Would you be interested in serving any of the following ad hoc 
committees? 

Distance 
Education 

English as a 
Second Language 

Academic Review 

ANSWER CHOICES 

Distance Education 

English as a Second Language 

Academic Review 

Total Respondents: 4 

0% 10% 

Answered: 4 Skipped: 165 

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

6/7 

RESPONSES 

25.00% 

25.00% 

75.00% 3 



September 2017 Call for Comment: ACICS Systematic Review of Accreditation 
Criteria 

Survey Monkey 

Q7 Thank you for your participation! May we contact you if we need 
further clarification on any of your responses? 

Yes,lhave 
included my ... 

No, thank you. 

Answered: 9 Skipped : 160 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

ANSWER CHOICES 

Yes , I have included my contact information below. 

No, thank you. 

TOTAL 

7/7 

RESPONSES 

44.44% 

55.56% 

4 

5 

9 



Council Members 
Ms. Libby Guinan, Chair 

POLICY MEETING MINUTES 
February 20 - 21, 2018 

Orlando, FL 

Mr. Roger Swartzwelder, Vice Chair 
Dr. Larry Leak 
Mr. John Euliano 
Mr. Rick Bennett 
Dr. Fardad Fateri 
Dr. Adriene Hobdy 
Ms. Tibb y Loveman 
Dr. Judee Timm 

Staff Attendees 
Ms. Michelle Edwards, President 
Mr. Steven Gelfound 
Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam 
Ms. Karly Zeigler 

I. CALL TO ORDER: Chair Guinan called the meeting to order at 9:06 a.m. on Tue sday , 
February 20, 2018. 

II. OLD BUSINESS: Staff pre sented Campus Accountability Placemen t Student 
Achievement data for campuses and programs. Campuses were given an additional 4 month s to 
submit placement data after allowance of submi ssion of documentation for non-responders 
through the Placement Verification Program (PVP). Several school s still submitted incompl ete or 
incorrec t data on their Campus Accountability Report s (CARs). Such errors included: 

1. Completers/grads not equal to waivers/placed/not placed 
2. C/G counted as placed but not on PVP 
3. C/G counted as placed but not validated on PVP 

What action should we take for those institutions with data discrepan cies? Staff recommendation 
is show-cause based on data integrity(See Exhibits A & B). 

The Council discussed the need for adequate training for institutions if we have more than 10% 
that cannot submit correctly. Additionally, due to this being the first time we have begun error 
checking for these particular errors stated above, school s may not be accustomed to the error 
report s. 

MOTION: Send letter s including written instructions of how to correct issues to school s 
allowing 10 day s to fix data or otherwise show -cause, not copied to outside agencies. 
MOVED: Euliano 
SECOND: Loveman 
ACTION: Passed 
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*Council further discussed the analysis done through the PVP and directed staff to compose a 
panel to address PVP concerns and increase confidence based on non-responses. Bring 
discussion to August meeting. 
MOTION: Continue CW from 2016: 9 schools and remove 4 from compliance warning for 
retention (See Exhibit C) 
MOVED: Leak 
SECOND: Hobdy 
ACTION: Passed 
OPPOSED: Fateri 

MOTION: Accept five Daymar campus's revi sed retention on their CAR 
MOVED: Loveman 
SECOND: Euliano 
ACTION: Passed 

MOTION: Accept Daymar's program-level retention reconsideration 
MOVED: Loveman 
SECOND: Leak 
ACTION: Passed 

MOTION: Acknowledge rates for Puerto Rico Schools as reported on the 2017 CAR, but refrain 
from taking action until the 2018 reportin g year, due to mitigating circumstances of natural 
disasters. 
MOVED: Swartzwelder 
SECOND: Leak 
ACTION: Passed 

III. Institutional Requests for Consideration 

Texas Health and Science University: Request ing to split into two separate institution s (See 
Exhibit D) 
MOTION: Do not allow, but may allow them to enter 2nd institution as possibly an initial 
applicant. 
MOVED: Leak 
SECOND: Loveman. 
ACTION: Unanimously Passed. 

Brookline: Had one visit this cycle already, but are requesting one-year extension, through 
December 2018. 
MOTION: Accept the request 
MOVED: Fateri 
SECOND: Leak: 
ACTION: Passed 
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OPPOSED: Hobdy 

Laurus: Requesting ACICS withdrawa l SC/adverse actions on the programs being taught out. 
MOTION: Deny the request. 
MOVED: Bennett 
SECOND: Loveman 
ACTION: Unanimously Passed 

IV. Systematic Review Ad Hoc Reports 
A. Distance Education Ad Hoc-

The Distance Education Ad Hoc Committee, consisting of Ms. Pam Bennett, Dr. Fawzi 
BenMessaoud, Dr. Andrea Olson , and Commissioner Leak, met over the phone to review ACICS 
Criteria applicable to distance education, primarily Append ix H, Section II, in regards to the 
currency and appropriateness of the standards. Other sections provided to the comm ittee for 
review included 2-2-106; 3-1-512; 3-1-516; relevant glossary definitions; and Appendix C, #25. 

The committee discussed the following major themes: 
• Orientation to distance educat ion - Students are too often unfamili ar with the 

expectations of being an online student. They need to have more of an orientation to such 
expectat ions and practices, not just an orientation to the school's learning management 
system, and this should be enforceable through the Criteria. 

• Online support for students and faculty - Students and faculty have available to them the 
help desk of the LMS platform , but there should be procedures in place (and standards 
requiring such) for the school (who is actually familiar with the courses) to provide 
support to students taking online courses and faculty administering them - a sort of 
documented system of conflict resolution /tech support with a required response time (i.e. 
within 1 business day). The committee also discussed how schools should have a 
procedure or system for the disaster recovery of information the school has in its LMS. 

• Training and evaluat ion of online faculty - Faculty who teach online courses or have an 
online component of their courses also need instruction on how to teach via distance 
education (and what the expectations for them are), similar to how students are often only 
oriented to the LMS. Online faculty should be required to have ongoing training, through 
in-service activities or otherwise , on the online env ironment. In addition, faculty should 
be evaluated on their courses normally but also in regards to the online component of the 
course (such as oversight of discussion threads , etc.) 

One committee members supplied potential revisions to the provided Criteria sections, and her 
recommendations are indicated on the revised Criteria for DE. 

Council reviewed and advised staff to review AB HES standards for considerat ion of standards 
and recommendation s for August meeting. 
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B. English as a Second Language(ESL):With significant changes having taken place by the 
federal government (DHS) concerning the SEVIS approval granted to institutio ns to accept 
foreign students for the purpose of language instruction, ACICS included in its 2018 
Systematic Review process the overhau ling of its curre nt standards concerning this area . In 
add ition to soliciting feedback from the fie ld, the Co unc il also estab lished an Ad Hoc 
Committee to provide focused expertise for its review. The committee included the following 
members: 

1. Dr. Carol Prager: ESL Expert, Former ESL Program Director, and ACICS ESL Eval uator 
2. Ms. Bobbi Jo Pinnelli: ESL Expert and ACICS ESL Eva luator 
3. Mr. Charles Matterson: ESL Expert and Former ACCET Deputy Executive Director 
4 . Dr. Adriene Hobdy : ACICS Commissioner 
5. Ms . Perliter Wa lters -Gilliam : ACICS Staff Liaison 

Following its meeting on Monday, January 29, 2018, which included the review of the ACCET 
rev ised standards, the Committee recommends that the ACICS Counci l comp lete ly revises 
Appe ndix F to be aligned and curre nt with expectations in the fie ld . 

Council raised the question as to whether ACICS shou ld continue evaluating ESL. Council 
directed not to forgo the review, but to reeva luate the exte nt. Not all programs are short -term 
preparatory . . . when part of the program, may be Tit le IV eligible. Update and researc h to br ing 
before August. 

C. Standards applicable to international institutions: The ad hoc committee recomme nded a 
comparison of the approach taken by other agencies , to be brought to the Council, so that 
they may decide on an approach. To incorporate the objectives stated above , substantia l 
changes wou ld need to be made to Criteria, and therefore Counc il directio n is needed. The 
£ II th h I d o owmg 1s a compa n son among o er agenc ies approac es to mternat 1ona e ucatlo n. 

Agency Approach Notes 
DEAC 

"" 
-Includes a separate -Majority of the 
subsectio n of Criteria standards in the 
under "Substa ntive subsect ion defer to Tit le 
Changes: Engaging in IV FSA standards. 
Federal Student -An institution must first 
Assistance Title IV be "certified" by the 
Programs" agency via an 

app lication and training 
-There is an additional procedures. 
subsection for -Institut ion must show 
"E ngaging in additiona l comp liance 
International Activity," with SAP , DE 
which includes an interactions, Career and 



POLICY /Feb.2018/Minutes 
Page 5 of 20 
February 20-21, 2018 

application, documented 
complian ce and 
approvals from home 
countr y higher education 
system and governin g 
bodies . 

ACCSC No differentiation of 
standards for 
international institutions. 

WASC -Separate standards and 
application process . 
-Eligibility, self-study, 
visit process, etc is all 
different for 
international. 

ACCET No differentiation of 
standards for ......... 

international and no 
reference. 

COE Separ ate Handbook of 
Accreditation for federal 
institutions, but no 
apparent separate 
standard s for 

~ 

/,,,- international institutions. 

FA Advising, Loan E & 
E Advising, Disclosures, 
Recruitment, Refund 
Policy, FSA 
Administra tor, Defa ult 
Management Plan, 
Program Reviews, 
Bankru ptcy, Renewa l of 
Accreditation 

-Core "beliefs" are basis 
for all standards across 
all institut ions. 
-Intern ational schools 
must offer programs 
similar in nature to 
American education. 

) 
.... / 

v 

1/ 

Table until April and put on agenda with contingency plans. 

V. POLICY DISCUSSION 

A. Policies and Procedures for Determinin g Credit Hours 

CONSIDERATION : Editorial 
STAFF: Zeig ler 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: 
Staff proposes the following revision to provide clarification. The revisio n is editorial and should 
not change the intent or spirit of the criterion. 
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CRITERIA 
3-1-516. Course and Program Measurement. The Council recognizes that institutions must 
provide for their student s a learning environment in which achievement is encouraged. It further 
recognizes the legitimacy of both traditional (e.g., lecture/laboratory/externsh ip) and 
nontraditional (e.g., distance education or independe nt study) educational delivery method s. A 
framework for transfer of credit and consistent application of academic credit awards should 
apply to all of these varied forms of educationa l delivery. 

Institutions , therefore, must demonstrate in their written policies and procedures for detennining 
credit hours_. a knowledge of appropriate academic course and program measurement _. and correct 
application of the measurement. 

OPTIONS 
1. Vote to approve for publishing in the May Memo to the Field. 
2. Vote to amend the policy and b1ing before the Council in April: 
3. Recommend a different approac h to po licy issue as stated below: 
4. Remove from further consideratio n. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option: #1 
MOVED: Commissioner Bennett moved to accept option 1 as proposed. 
SECONDED: Commissioner Leak moved to second the motion 
ACTION: Passed 
ABSTENTION: NIA 

B. Change of ownership and change of control 

CONSIDERATION: Proposed 
STAFF: Gelfound 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: Clarification needed between change of ownership and change of 
contro l. 

RESEARCH: 
Reviewed ACCSC and ACCET definitions of Change of Contro l 

Proposed Definition: 
A Change of Control would be any of the following: 

• A transfer of ownership interest within an immediate family. 
• Non-profit Organizations: A 50% change of the Board of Directors (or a 50% change in 

24-month period) or fundamental change to its governance structure. 
• Public companies: Any change of 25% or more of voting stock 
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Proposed Application Requirements: 
• Name, address, and contact information for new family ownership, Board of Director s, or 

recipients of stock. 
• Who they are replacing 
• New governance structure 
• Any contract s related to the change of stock, the previous breakdown of stock ownership, 

and the current breakdown of stock ownership 

CRITERIA 
2-2-401. Change of Ownership or Control. 
A change of ownership or control generally means that a transaction has occurred whereby a new 
person, combination of persons, or entity can exerc ise control of a corporation or limited liability 
company as described in Section 2-2-400. The following subsections outline the typical changes 
of ownership or control of the three types of corporations that own accredited institution s, 
including corporate genera l partners in limited partnerships, and limited liability companies. 
Transactions other than those outlined below, however, may constitute a change of ownership or 
control, and the Council reserves the right in its discretion to make the determination of whether 
a change of ownership or control has occmTed in all cases. Institution s, therefor e, must keep the 
Council informed of all substantive changes in the ownership of stock and the composition of the 
board of directors. In addition to the transactions outlined below, any change from one type of 
entity to another as defined in Section 2-2-400 cons titutes a change of ownership or control. 
Institutions also are reminded that nonmain campuses cannot be bought or sold independently of 
their main campus. (a) Privately held corporation. A change of ownership Of coetrol of a 
privately held corporation occurs as a result of any of the following transactions: (i) the transfer 
of 50% or more of the total outstanding voting stock from one party or parties to another party or 
parties; (ii) a transfer of voting stock that results in the ownership of 50% or more of the total 
outstanding voting stock by any party other than any previous owner of 50% or more of the total 
outstanding voting stock ; (iii) a transfer of voting stock whereby a stockholder 's ownership of 
outstanding voting stock decreases from more than 50% to 50% or less, or from 50% to less than 
50%; or (iv) any other transaction whereby a stockholder or group of stockho lders who 
previously could not exercise control of the corporation as described in Section 2-2-400(a) now 
can exercise control. (b) Privately held corporation. A change of contro l of a privately held 
corporation occurs as a result of a transfer of ownership interest within an immediate family . (f e) 
Publicl y traded corporation. A change of ownership Of coetrol of a publicly traded corporation 
occurs as a result of any of the following transactions or events: (i) the change of 50% or more of 
the vot ing members of the board of directors in any rolling , 12- month period; (ii) a change in the 
number of voting members of the board of directors in any rolling , 12-month period that will 
allow a group of directors to exercise control who could not exercise control before the change; 
(iii) the acquisition of outstanding voting shares by any entity whereby that entity owns 50% or 
more of the total outstanding voting shares; or (iv) any other transaction that is deemed by an 
appropriate governmental agency to constitute a change of control , including but not limited to a 
transaction that requires the corporation to file Form 8-K with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission of the United States. (d) A change of control of a publicly traded corporation occurs 
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as a result of any change of 25% or more of voting stock. (~e) Not-for -profit corporat ion. A 
change of contro l of a not-for-profit corporation occ urs as a result of any of the following 
occurrences: (i) the change of 50% or more of the voting members of the board of directors in 
any rolling, 12- month period; or (ii) a change in the number of voting members of the board of 
directors in any rolling, 24-1--2--month period that will allow a group of directors to exercise 
contro l who could not exerc ise control before the change . (iii) A fund amental change to its 
governance structure (id) Limited partnership with corporate general partner. A change of 
ownership or contro l of a limi ted partnership with a corporate general partner occurs when the 
corporate genera l partner has undergone a change of ownership or control as defined in 
subsection (a), (b), (c), (d) or ~ e) above . (ge) Limited liability company . A change of ownership 
Of coatro l of a limited liability company occurs as a result of any of the following transactions: 
(i) the transfer of 50% or more of the direct or beneficial ownership interest from one member or 
members to another member or members; (ii) a transfer of direct or beneficial ownership interest 
that results in the holding of 50% or more of the total direct or beneficial owners hip interest by 
any member other than any previous member who owned 50% or more of the total direct or 
beneficia l ownership interest; (iii) a transfer of direct or beneficial ownership interest whereby a 
member's direct or beneficial ownership interest decreases from more than 50% to 50% or less, 
or from 50% to less than 50%; or (iv) any other transaction whereby a member or group of 
members who previously could not exercise contro l of the company as described in Section 2-2-
400(e) now can exercise control. A change of ownership Of coatro l also occurs when ownership 
or contro l of the primary assets of an institut ion or the authority to operate an institution is 
transferred from the contro lling corporation, limited partnership, or limited liability company to 
another corporation, limited partnership, or limited liability company. A change of ownership -er 
coa trol, however, has not occurred when there is a transfer of assets among wholly owned 
subsidiary corporations or between a wholly owned subsidiary corporation and its parent 
corporation; a transfer of assets from a subsidiary corporat ion to its parent corporation where the 
parent corporation owns a majority of the outstanding stock of the subsidiary corporation; or a 
transfer of assets among subsidiary corporations where the common parent owns a majority of 
the outstanding stock of the subsidiary corporat ions. (h) Limited liability company . A change of 
control of a limited liability company occurs as a result of 49% or less change in officers (or 
whatever term is used in the operating agreement) The Council , for purposes of determining 
ownership or contro l, views mmTied coup les as a single entity, and it views closely related 
family groups as a single entity in most cases where aJI of the present and future relevant 
stockho lders act ively participate in the management of the corporation . No chaage of owaership 
occurs whea stock is traa sferred to a close family member by operatioa of law Of inhefitaace 
upoa the death of one of the stockholders . 
OPTIONS 
5. Vote to approve for publishing in the Memo to the Field 
6. Vote to amend the policy and bring before the Council in August: 
7. Recommend a different approach to policy issue as stated below: 
8. Remove from further considerat ion. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option #2 
MOVED: Commissioner Hobdy moved to accept option 2 
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SECONDED: Commissioner Leak moved to second the motion 
ACTION: Passed 
ABSTENTION: NIA 
AMMENDMENTS/GUIDANCE: 
-Review the Department of Education de_finition out of the FSA handbook and apply to revisions. 
-Review other agencies' definitions . 
-Consult with Katherine Brodie (external council) on legal implications. 

C. DENIAL OF ACCREDITATION - IMMEDIATE EXPIRATION 

CONSIDERATION: Proposed 
STAFF: Zeigler 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: 
Staff is propo sing criteria revi sions to allow for an immediate termination of accreditation 
following a final denial action. CmTently, the Criteria allows for a campus that has been denied a 
renewal of accreditatio n or inclusion to remain accred ited through the end of the year. However, 
if a denial action takes place, presumably the action is being taken due to severe or prolonged 
non-comp liance with Counci l Standards, which may be negatively impacting the student s. 
Therefore , it should not be acceptable for the institution to remain under ACICS accreditation for 
severa l more months, rather there must be a provision for terminating their accreditation status, 
immediately following due process. 

Additiona lly, under Section 2-3-302, there is a statement allowing for a show-cau se f ollowing a 
denial action, which is no procedurally accurate . 

Staff recommends the following changes: issuing a summary suspension in the cases of a denial 
of a renewal of accreditation or denial of reinstatement following a change of ownership. As 
aligned with other references to summary suspension under 2-2-301(regarding campu s closure s) 
and 2-3-401 (b), a summary suspension allows the institution the ten-day period to appeal the 
summary suspension. If they choose not to appeal , their accreditation is therefore revoked. 

*Note for Staff Review: Cross-reference Institution /Campus Closure and Voluntary Withdrawa l 
policy. 

CRITERIA 
2-3-300 - AC CREDITATION DE NIED 

Denial of an accredited status is a Council action to "withhold" accreditation. character ized by 
the CouAcil as a "withholdiAg" actioA aAd is differeAtiated from suspeAsioA of accred itatioA, 
•,vhich is a "withdrawal" actioA. There are two levels of denial. One totally withhol ds 
accreditation of the institution or a branch; the other denies approval of a requested substantive 
change. Denial at either leve l constitutes a negative action and is challengeable by the institution. 
The process of challenge, however, is different for each level of denial as separately described in 
Sections 2-3-301, 2-3-302, and 2-3-303. In all cases of denial, the Council will give the 
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institution written reasons for the denial , which are subject to modification throu gh the appea ls 
processes as later described and exp lained . Denial actions that are not appealed in accordance 
with the appeals procedur es provided by the Council are considered final action s. 

2-3-301. Denial of Initial Grant. An institut ion that objects to a Counc il decision to deny an 
app lication for an initial grant of accreditat ion has the right and will be given the opportunity to 
present its case and to be heard by a panel of the Rev iew Bo ard of Appea ls. At such a hearing, 
the institution may not present new evidence for considera tion and must follow the procedur es 
desc ribed in Sect ion 2-3-600 . 

2-3-302. Denial of Renewal of Accreditation or Denial of Reinstatement of Accreditation 
Following Change of Ownership/Control. Upon issuing a denial of an app lication for a renewa l 
of accreditation or reinstatement of accreditation following a change of ownership or control, the 
Co uncil may/will issue a summary suspension of the institution's current grant of accreditation. 
An institution that objects to a Council deci sion to deny aa application for a reaev,al of 
accreditation or reiastatemeat of accreditation follovling a change of ownership or coatrol has 
the right to appea l the decision within ten days to the Review Board of Appeals pur suant to the 
procedures descr ibed in 2-3-604. 

F::~~~::s:::!::.:~i;: ==~ :~~:!:~t:: :::;:::::::t:: ::~~::t 
de!;cribed in Section 2 3 230. 

2-3-400 - Accreditation Withdrawn 
"Withdrawa l of accreditation" differs from "deaia l of accreditation" in that denial rejects aa 
institution's application for an initial grant of accreditation or for a renewal of accreditation to 
take effect upon the expiration of an existing grant of accreditation; A withdrawa l of 
accredi tation takes away a current grant of accred itation before its exp iration. Acc reditat ion may 
be withdra wn from an in stitution or inclu sion withdrawn from a branch camp us throu gh two 
types of Council action: "revocation of accreditation " or "suspension of accreditation." 

2-3-401. Revocation. Revocation occurs without a hearing for any of the fo llowi ng reaso ns: 

(a) An institution or campus notifies the Counc il that it has closed and/or ceased 
operation. 

(b) An institution or campus fai ls to submit a written respon se to a show-cau se directive 
by the indicated due date. 

(c) An institution or campus whose accre ditation has been summarily suspended does not 
challenge or appeal the suspension within 10 days ofreceipt of the suspension notice. 
(See Sectio n 2-2-301 .) 

(d) The institution or campus fails to file an annual report as required by the Council. 
(See Sectio ns 2-1- 801-2-1-802.) 
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(e) The institution or campu s fails to pay its annual fees, application fees, other assessed 
fees, or evaluation expenses. (See Section 2-1-804.) 

A revocation action is not appealable. It require s an institution to start anew and to undergo the 
entire accreditat ion process to regain accreditation. 

2-3-402. Suspension. Suspension of accreditation may occur when, in the judgment of ACICS , 
an institution or one of the camp uses within the institution no longer complies with the criteria. 

By way of illustration, ACICS might issue an order of suspension for reason s such as the 
following: 

(a) The institution or any of its components (a branch or new program, for examp le), is 
evaluated as directed by ACICS and is determined not to be in compliance with the 
criteria. 

(b) Periodic required reports filed by the institution or campus fail to conform to Council 
reportin g requirements. 

(c) The institution or campus makes substantial or significant change, without notice to 
ACICS , in its operation, structure, governance, owner ship, contro l, location , facilities, 
or programs of study. 

(d) The institution or camp us fails to respond to or cooperate with attempts by the 
Council to make an-angements for a site evaluation. 

(e) The institution or campus has deviated from the criteria or other directive s of ACICS. 
(t) The institution or camp us fails to disclose any agreements, options, or other 

contract ual arrangements between the institution and other parties which bear on the 
management or control of the main campus or its non-m ain camp uses . 

In all cases of suspension, the Council retains discretion to specify whether and under what 
condition s the institution might apply for an initial grant of accred itation or inclusion of a branch 
campus. 

2-3-403. Procedural Guarantees for Withdrawal by Suspension. In all cases where 
accreditatio n is subject to withdrawal by suspension under Section 2-3-402 , the institution is 
afforded the followin g procedural guarantees: 

(a) Opportunity for a review or hearing before ACICS on all material issues in 
controversy. 

(b) Writt en prior notice of the proceedings, the charges levied, and the standard s by 
which the institution /campus ultimately is to be jud ged. 

(c) A decision on the record alone and a statement of reasons for the ultimate decision. 
(d) A right of appeal as provided in Section 2-3-600. 
(e) If the Review Board of Appea ls affirms the withdrawal of accreditation by way of 

suspension, the appeal shall be deemed to be finally disposed of upon issuance of the 
decision and publication will be made as desclibed in Section 2-3-607. 
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OPTIONS 
1. Vote to approve for publi shing in the Memo to the Field 
2. Vote to amend the policy and bling before the Council in April: 
3. Recommend a differen t approach to policy issue as stated below: Approve removal of the 

second paragraph of 2-3-302 and place in the May Memo and seek advisement on a more 
extensive review and complete revision of the aforementioned criteria. 

4. Remove from further consideration. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option 3 
MOVED : Commissioner Timm moved to accept option 3. 
SECOND ED: Commis sioner Hobdy moved to second the motion 
ACTION: Passed 
ABSTENTION: NIA 
AMMENDMENTS/G UIDANCE : 
-Consider an approach that clarifies cycles of review within continuous accreditation of 

institutions. 

D. AFR/Audit Alignment with Institution's Fiscal Year 

CONSIDERATION: Proposed 
STAFF: Ms. Katie Morri son 

ISSU E/OBJECTIVE: 
It has been brought to the Council ' s attention, throug h a financial show-cause , that there is a 
need to update the Criteria to clarify that the time period an institution utilize s for its Annual 
Financial Report (AFR) and audi ted financial statements should align with its fiscal year. 

CRITERIA 
2-1-802 . Annual Financial Report. The Annual Financial Report must be submitted on Council 
forms and be certified by an officer or stockholder of the corporation . Data reported must align 
with an institution 's fiscal year and must be submitted separately for each campus included in a 
the institution's grant of accreditation. It is due no more than 180 days after the end of the 
institution 's fiscal year. Failure to submi t the Annual Financial Report in a timely manner will 
result in the revocation of accreditation. 

2-1-803. Compliance Audits and Audited Financial Statements. Title IV compliance audits and 
audited financial statements, certified by an independent certified public accountant, are essential 
instruments in the determination by ACICS of an institution 's compliance with Title IV 
requirements and financial stability. All institutions are required to submit audited financial 
statements within 180 days of the end of their fiscal year, and the statements must represent the 
institution' s fiscal year. All institut ions that participate in the Title IV progra m are required to 
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submit the complia nce audit within 180 days of the end of their fiscal year. This audit must also 
represent the institution' s fiscal year, as required by U.S. Department of Education regulati ons. 

OPTIONS 
1. Vote to approve for publi shing in the Memo to the Field 
2. Vote to amend the policy and bring before the Council in April: 
3. Recommend a different approac h to policy issue as stated below: 
4. Remove from further consideration. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option 1 
MOVED : Commi ssioner Hobdy moved to accept option 1 as proposed . 
SECONDED: Commi ssioner Timm moved to second the motion. 
ACTION: Passed 
ABSTENTION: NIA 
AMMENDMENTS/GUIDANCE : NIA 

E. Voluntary Withdrawal 

CONSIDERATION: Proposed 
STAFF: Ms. Katie Morr ison 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: 
The Criteria does not includ e a section on the process of voluntar y withdrawal (aside from 
Article VI, Section 2 in the Bylaws), which, in correlation with the initiation (or withdrawa l) of 
the initial application for accreditation process, should be authorized only by the chief executive 
or admini strative officer of an institution . Section 2-3-401 also does not include voluntary 
withdrawal as an action which leads to revoca tion. 

The Counci l may also want to discuss what verbiage is most appropr iate/preferred for such an 
institutional request - voluntary withdrawal , relinquishment or resignation - and apply such 
language to any revisions/add itions. 

Staff has included an advisement in the recommended voluntary withdrawal section since other 
Criteria sections (such as 2-2-504) include such items, and ACICS has seen the impact of some 
institutions' withdrawal on their students ' ability to sit for licensure exams, but this could be 
removed (especia lly if the implications are unclear given ACICS ' status ofrecognition with the 
US DOE). 

*Note for staff review: Please cross -reference Institution/Campus Closure Revoca tion Date 
Accuracy policy item to ensure collection of all revi sions to 2-3-401. If a new section for 
Voluntar y Withdrawal is created that proceeds 2-2-600 , any referenc es to sections 2-2-__ 
throughout the Criteria must be reviewed for correct new numberin g. 
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CRITERIA 
New 2-2-400 or 2-2-500? Or additional 2-2-700? 
2-2-XXX - VOLU NTARY WITHDRAWAL 

If an institution seeks to voluntarily withdraw its grant of accreditation by ACICS, or the 
inclusion of one or more of its nonmain campuses from within its grant of accreditation, it must 
submit written notice to ACICS of its request. The notice must be signed by the chief executive 
or administrative officer of the institution, and indicate the requested date of effect. The 
institution's grant of accreditation will be revoked as of the effective date, or retroactive to the 
date that all outstanding obligations, including payment of fees, had previously been fulfilled by 
the institution. 

Institutions are advised that implications may exist for the eligibility of their students for 
licensure or certification exams necessary for graduate employment, should they withdraw their 
institutional accreditation. 

2-3-401. Revocation . Revocation occurs without a hearing for any of the following reasons: 

(t) An institution or campus notifies the Council that it has closed and/or ceased 
operation. 

(g) An institution notifies the Council that it is voluntarily withdrawing its grant of 
accreditation. 

(h) ~A n institution or campus fails to submit a written response to a show-cause 
directive by the indicated due date. 

(i) wA n institution or campus whose accreditation has been summarily suspended does 
not challenge the suspension within 10 days of receipt of the suspension notice. (See 
Section 2-2-301.) 

G) fdt-The institution or campus fails to file an annual report as required by the Council. 
(See Sections 2-1-801-2-1-802.) 

(k) fe:t-The institution or campus fails to pay its annual fees, application fees, other 
assessed fees, or evaluation expenses. (See Section 2-1-804.) 

A revocation action is not appealable. It requires an institution to start anew and to undergo the 
entire accreditation process to regain accreditation. 

ARTICLE VI 
Membership, Fees , and Meet ings 

Section 2- Loss of Membership. Any member that ceases to be accredited by ACICS shall 
automatically, and without the necessity for further action, be deemed to be removed from 
membership. Members may voluntarily resign pursuant to the procedures described in 2-2-XXX, 
which-als-e results in a revocationless-of accreditation. All obligations owed to ACICS, including 
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payment of fees , shall be fulfilled prior to resignation . The loss of accreditation shall be 
retroactive to the date that all outstanding obligations had previously been fulfi lled, if applicable. 

OPTIONS 
1. Vote to appro ve for publ ishing in the Memo to the Field 
2. Vote to amend the policy and bring before the Council in April : 
3. Recommend a different approach to policy issue as stated below: 
4. Remove from further consideration. 

RECOMMENDATION: Option 1 

MOVED : 
SECONDED: 
ACTION: Passed 
ABSTENTION: 

Commissioner Loveman moved to accept option 1 as prop osed. 
Comm issioner Hobd y moved to second the motion. 

NIA 

F. Initial Evaluation of Programs with No Enrollment 

CONSIDERATION: Proposed 
STAFF: Zeigler 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: 
The following is a propo sal to remove pro cedural language from the minimum eligibility 
requirements. The current language makes reference to a criterion that is somewhat misleading, 
and upon review, this language is procedural in nature and therefore should not be included in 
the Criteria. 

CRITERIA 
1-2 -100- MIN IMUM ELIGIBILITY REQUIREME NTS 

To be eligible for consideration for accreditation, an institution or entity must satisfy the 
following minimum requirements. 

(a) It shall be either an institution of postsecondary education (as herein defined) 
primarily offering certificates or diplomas and postsecondary institution s offering 
assoc iate's, bachelor's, or master's degrees in program s designed to educate 
students for professional, technical, or occupation al careers; or a noninstitutional 
entity offering profe ssional enhanceme nt education . 

An institution is presumed to be an institution of postsecondary education if it ( 1) enroll s 
a majority of its students in one or more programs, the content of which is on a 
postsecondary academic level and which leads to a pos tsecondary academic credential 
(such as a certificate, diplom a, or degree) or an occ upation al objective; (2) enrolls 
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student s who possess a high school diploma or its equ ivalent, or who are beyond the age 
of comp ulsory school attendance and demon strate through valid assessment an abi lity to 
benefit from the educational experience; and (3) offers at least one program which is a 
minimum of 300 clock hours in length. 

A nonin sti tution al entity must enroll a majority of its stude nts in one or more programs, 
the content of which is on the postsecondary level or at a level which prepares the student 
for immediate enrollment into a postsecondary program. A nonin stitutional entity is 
ineligible to participate in federal student aid program s or to award degrees. 

(b) It shall be legally organized; licen sed by (1) the app ropriate state education agency 
for postsecondary institutions or (2) the appropriate state agency for authorizing the 
conduct of business in that state for nonin stitutional entities; and have offered its 
ed ucational servic es to the general public for at lea st two years immediat ely prior to 
consideration of the application by ACICS. 

(c) Its mission shall be to offer educational pro grams which help students develop 
skills and competencies to enha nce their careers. 

(d) Its residential enrollm ent and enrollment in each program shall be sufficient both to 
support coursework and learning exper iences that , separa tely or in combination, 
constitut e measurable and defined educational programs, and to enable ACICS to 
assess the educational effect iveness of those pro grams. 

Institutions that are considered distance education institution s may be considered on 
a case-by-case basis provided they require a residential component. 

(e) It shall have a sufficient number of graduates from a majority of its pro grams to 
enable ACICS to assess the educational effectiveness of tho se program s. Programs 
offered at any credentia l level from ·.vhich there are no gradoates ·.vill be reviev,red 
in accordance with Section 2 2 107. 

2-2-107. Expansion of Program Offerings to Higher Credential Level. It is the re sponsibility of 
the institution to secure approval from the Council of the intention to initiate a program at a 
higher credential level. 

The institution or campus must initiate the approval proce ss throu gh the submi ssion of a new 
program application and required documentation for Council review and approval before being 
included into the institution's scope of accreditation. 

OPTION S 
1. Vote to approve for publ ishing in the Me mo to the Field 
2. Vote to amend the policy and bring before the Co uncil in April : 
3. Reco mm end a different approac h to po licy issue as stated below : 
4. Remove from fur ther considerat ion. 

RECOMME NDATION: Option 1 
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MOVED : 
SECONDED: 
ACTION: Pa ssed 
ABSTENTION: 

Commi ssio ner Lov eman moved to accept option 1 as propo sed. 
Commi ssio ner Bennett moved to seco nd the motion. 

NIA 

G. Institution/Campus Closure - Revocat ion Date Accuracy 

CONSIDERATION: Propo sed 
STAFF: Ms. Kati e Morri son 

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE: 
Curr ently, the Criteria is not clear that an institution 's grant of accreditation or a campu s' 
inclu sion in an institution 's grant of accreditat ion wi ll be revoked effec tive the last date of 
academic activity /instruction , not the fina l day of admin istrat ive opera tions (the date a campus 
finally clo ses its door s), sinc e academic activity is required for accreditation. Thi s correlates with 
the date that an inst itution report s to the Departm ent of Edu ca tion for Titl e IV purpo ses . 

The Criteria also allows for accredit ation of a summ arily suspended institution to be revoked 
effective a date later than its actual closure, should the institution pro vide information (not a 
petition indicat ing that it has not closed) as to its actua l clo sure date. 

*No te for staff review: Pl ease cross-reference Volunt ary Withdrawal polic y item to ensure 
collection of all revis ion s to 2-3-401. 

CRITERIA 
2-2-301. Closing of a Main Camp us. An institution is required to notify ACICS as far in 
advance as possib le when it plans to cease operation. It must comp lete the appropriate forms 
desc ribin g its plan s for teaching out its stude nts and for storing and servicing its records and 
other informatio n necessa ry for effecting the cessation of operations as smoothly as possible . The 
institution's grant of accre ditation will be revoked effec tive its final date of academic activity as 
of the effective date of clo siHg. 

When ACICS receiv es information from any source that an institutio n has cease d to operate, it 
shall imm ediately take steps to verify the information . If the Cou ncil believ es that the institution, 
in fact, has ceased operations, the gran t of accreditation is summari ly sus pended . Such act ion is 
authorized without prior notice or hearing and with immediate public notice. 

The institution shall be notified of the summar y suspension in writing at its address of record. 
With in 10 days after rece ipt of the suspen sion not ice, the inst itution may petition ACICS for an 
expedited determinat ion of whether such suspension sho uld be withdrawn . If no petition is fi led 
within 10 days, the suspension automaticall y shall become a revo cation effec tive as of the date of 
notice of suspension. Alternative ly, should the closed institution provide ACICS with 
informatio n regardi ng its fina l date of acade mic act ivity, the suspens ion shall become a 
revo cation effect ive as of the date provided by the institution . 
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2-2-302. Closing of a Nonmain Campus. An institution is required to notify ACICS as far in 
advance as possible when it plans to close a nonmain campus. It must comp lete the appropriate 
forms describing its plans for teaching out its studen ts and for storing and servicing its records 
and other informatio n necessa ry for effecting the cessation of operations as smoo thly as possible. 
The nonmain camp us will cease to be included in the institution' s grant of accreditatio n effect ive 
its final date of academic activi ty as of the effectiYe date of the closi0g. 

2-3-401. Revocation. Revocation occurs without a hearing for any of the following reasons: 

(a) An institution or campus notifies the Counci l that it has closed and/or ceased 
operatio n. 

(b) An institution or campus fails to submit a written response to a show-cause directive 
by the indicated due date. 

(c) An institution or campus whose accred itat ion has been summar ily suspended does not 
challenge the suspen sion within 10 days of receipt of the suspension notice. (See Section 
2-2-301.) 

(d) The institution or campus fails to file an annual report as required by the Council. 
(See Sectio ns 2-1-801-2-1-802.) 

(e) The institution or camp us fails to pay its annual fees, application fees, other assessed 
fees, or evaluation expenses. (See Section 2-1-804.) 

A revocation action is not appealab le. It requires an institution to start anew and to under go the 
entire accreditation process to regain accreditation. 

OPTIONS 
1. Vote to approve for publi shing in the Memo to the Field 
2. Vote to amend the policy and bring befo re the Council in April : 
3. Recommen d a different appro ach to policy issue as stated below: 
4. Remove from further considera tion. 

RECOMMENDATION : Opti on 1 
MOVED : Commi ssioner Loveman moved to accep t option 1 as propose d. 
SECOND ED: Commi ssioner Bennett moved to second the motion. 
ABSTENTION : NIA 

VI. LICENSURE 

Staff recommen dation is to defer to the overs ight agency and requir e an action plan along with 
any communi cation/document ation from the oversight agency on licensu re or certifi cation. 
Place institution s below 60% on reportin g and request improv ement plan, communi cations, 
mitiga ting circum stances, trends, and any additiona l contextual informa tion. 
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MOTION : Direct staff to researc h other "spaces" : Programmatic, international, etc. before 
taking action on licensure. 
MOVED : Loveman 
SECOND : Hobdy 
ACTION : Passed 

VII. STRATEGIC PLANNING 

STAFF: Michelle Edwards 

DISCUSSION: ACICS is successful in litigation and/or ACICS receives recognition by the 
U.S. Department of Education (the Department) 

Recruitm ent of new members: 
(a) "Reopening" of Initial Application Process 
(b) Revision/ Review of the Initial Application Process, including eligibili ty criteria ( 1-2-

100) 
(c) Consideration of Membership "focus" areas - domestic or international 

Reinstatement of previous members: 
(a) Members that withdrew with an open grant of accreditation 
(b) Members that withdrew at the time of grant expiration 

Considerations: 
(a) Reduction of Sustaining Fees? Pro-ra ta? 
(b) Reduction of Application Fees? 
(c) Limited visits for reinstatement based on timelines 
(d) "Catch up" of annual requirements for schools requesting reins tatement? i.e. AFR, 

CAR, Sustaining Fees 

DISCUSSION : ACICS is unsuccessful in litigation and/or ACICS does not receive 
recognition by the Department 

ACICS receives a final staff report for the Department recommending denial 
(a) ACICS continues to NAC IQI and takes its chances on a favorab le recommendation 
(b) ACICS withdraws its application for recognition until the point in time we feel 

confident that we can assure compliance with all standards 

ACICS continues to NACIQI and the application for initial recogn ition is denied by the Senior 
Department Official 

(a) Does ACICS appeal to the Secretary? 

Paths following denial of application: 
(1) Dissolution of the agency 

a. Timeline 
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b. Distribution of assets 
(2) Regroup, correct deficiencies and apply again 

a. Timeline based on bum rate of current assets 

ADJOURNMENT: 
Chair Guinan moved to adjourn at 11 :35 on Wedne sday, February 21, 2018. 



EDUCATION ENHANCEMENT AND EVALUATION COMMITTEE AGENDA 
Monday, April 9, 2018 

Committee Members 
Commissioner Adriene Hobdy, Chair 
Commjssioner Larry Leak 
Commissioner Tibby Loveman 
Com@ssioner Judee Timm 

Staff Liaison 
Ms. Karly Zeigler 
Mr. Andre McDuffie 

OLD BUSINESS 

• Learning Site 

NEW BUSINES S 

• Systematic Review 

FUTURE AGENDA 

• TBD 

1:00 PM- 2:00 PM 

Zeigler 

Zeigler 

The mission of the Education Enhancement and Evaluation Committee (EEE) is to establish standards for 
educational quality that assist institutions in mission fulfillment, program planning, non-traditional 
instructional delivery activities, development and implementation, institutional evaluation activities, and 
successful learning outcomes. 



EDUCATION ENHANCEMENT AND EVALUATION COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

Monday, April 9, 2018 

Committ ee Memb ers 
Commi ssioner Adriene Hobdy , Chair 
Commi ssioner Larry Leak 
Commi ssioner Tibby Loveman 
Commi ssioner J udee Timm 

Staff Liaison 
Ms. Karly Zeigler 
Mr. Andre McDuffie 

Other Attendees 
Ms. LaToya Boyd 
Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam 
Ms. Shaniqua Smith 
Ms. Katie Morrison 
Ms. Linda Lundberg 
Ms. Michelle Edwards 

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 

CALL TO ORDER: Commissioner Hobdy called the meeting to order at 1:03PM on April 9, 2018. 

OLD BUSINESS 

• Leamin g Site Zeigler 

In 2016 ACICS implemented a new criterion, which require s all learning sites to be 
within a five mile radiu s of their main branch by December 2018. Currently there are 
42 learning sites that are more than five mile s from their oversight campus. ACICS 
will require these campu ses to provid e a rationale that would explain why their 
learning site is beyond the five mile requirement. Thi s rationale should include 
documentation that exp lains provis ions for access to student services , student 
satisfaction, academic oversight, who the site man ager/staff and their responsibilities, 
and potenti ally a student survey. 

NEW BUSINESS 

• Systematic Review - Additional Items Zeigler 

The mission of the Education Enhancement and Evaluation Committee (EEE) is to establish standards for 
educat ional quality that assist institutions in mission fulfillment, program planning, non-traditional 
instructional delivery activities, development and implementation, institutional evaluation activit ies, and 
successful learning outcomes. 



The EEE committee discussed that international schools should be measured on a 
different scale than ACICS domestic schools. Therefore, EEE would prefer for the 
subcommittee to determine the nuances that the international schools may face during 
their quest for accreditation. This subcommittee should go line by line in the criteria 
to determine the common nuances or issues that may affect international schools who 
going through the accreditation process . 

• Workshops Report Walters-Gilliam 

ACICS would like to host two workshops by the year-end via webinar that will focus 
on the Renewal of Accreditation process and the Initial Applicant process. Persons 
who have had many years of direct experience on the renewal process for their 
institution may be able to attend the renewal workshop remotely, while newer persons 
should come onsite to the DC office to attend said workshop. 

FUTURE AGENDA 

• TBD 

MEETING ADJOURNED: Commissioner Hobdy moved to adjourn at 1:39PM on April 9, 2018. 

The mission of the Education Enhancement and Evaluation Committee (EEE) is to establish standards for 
educational quality that assist institutions in mission fulfillment, program planning, non-traditional 
instructional delivery activities, development and implementation, institutional evaluation activities, and 
successful learning outcomes. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Test 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

Other {please Test 

You ar e a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crite ria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Coun cil det ermin ed 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finitlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

specify) 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (lan Edit) 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:27 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:30:39 PM 
00:01:12 

IP Address: 76.117.48.167 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:18 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:31:06 PM 
00:01:47 

IP Address: 63.232.58.13 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo se d language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) SurveyMonkey 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Faculty , 

Please provide full name , contact email and phone 
number , and short exp lanat ion . 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:31:14 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:31:56 PM 
00:00:41 

IP Address: 23.226.92.166 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:30:45 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:34:15 PM 
00:03:30 

IP Address: 68.67.215.195 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:37 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:34:34 PM 
00:04:56 

IP Address: 70.183.0.184 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inist rat or 

Accept as writ ten 

Acce pt as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:30:42 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:34:37 PM 
00:03:54 

IP Address: 73.171.75.125 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

faculty member 

Accep t as writt en 

Acce pt as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Lin k) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:34:17 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:36:19 PM 
00:02:01 

IP Address: 38.111.154.130 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finitlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:34:55 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:36:59 PM 
00:02:04 

IP Address: 108.171.131.166 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

26 I 181 

?S 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:31:32 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:37:19 PM 
00:05:46 

IP Address: 209.65.177.217 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

faculty member 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes that 
eac h institution must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform ance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to s tud ent ac hievement must be 
disclos ed at th e ca mpu s leve l (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llce nsure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of plac ement within the Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:11 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:38:11 PM 
00:09:00 

IP Address: 209.234.25. 72 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that It was Important to provid e a clea r de.finltlon of 
academic quality within th e Accredit ati on Crit eria . The 
proposed language was modified and expand ed from 
current languag e listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined th at it was import ant to place th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requir ements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memora nd um to the Field Call for Comm ent (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
IP Address: 

Web Link l (Web Link) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:36:56 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:38:25 PM 
00:01:29 
216.49.219.2 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

campus administrator 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Proposed Criteria 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that It was Important to provid e a clea r definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Crit eria . The 
proposed language was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also dete rmined th at it was import ant to place th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Cannot respond for the link did not work nor did the 
audio. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requir ements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data . 

Explanation 
Cannot respond for the link did not work nor did the 
audio. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) Survey Monkey 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in ad missions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Explanation 
Cannot respond because the link did not work nor 
did the audio. 

Explanation 
Cannot respond becau se th e link did not work nor 
did th e audio. 

Expla nati on 
Ca nnot res pond beca use th e link did not work nor 
did th e audio . 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:21 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:39:12 PM 
00:09:50 

IP Address: 98.175.109.138 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Acce pt as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:41:30 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:42:27 PM 
00:00:57 

IP Address: 66.42.224.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

41 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
IP Address: 

Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:46:00 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:47:12 PM 
00:01:11 
161.38.221.155 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

Other {please 
specify) 

Survey Monkey 

You are a: National Dir. of Strategic Operations (former campus 
administrator) 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Acad emic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo se d language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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COMPLETE 
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IP Address: 107.194.182.8 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that It was Important to provid e a clea r de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accredit ati on Crit eria . The 
propo se d langua ge was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determin ed th at it was important to plac e th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requir ements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data . 

public evaluator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

46 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The propo se d change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and recruitment 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform a nce Disc losures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to stu dent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpu s level (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llcensure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
rece ives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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IP Address: 65.126.207.230 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria . The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inist rat or 

Accept as writ ten 

Accept as writ te n 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Fac ulty 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:52:54 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:53:08 PM 
00:00:13 

IP Address: 50.200.119.110 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final dec,ision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Oth er {please 
specify) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) Survey Monkey 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of th e master's degree. The baccalaur eat e degr ee is often 
not required for a profe ssion al mas t er's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified th e standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Revi ew Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

t 

Please provide full name, contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 
I kept being "excused" from the webi nar. Very 
frustrating! 
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IP Address: 146.145.83.6 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that It was Important to provide a clea r definition of 
academic quality within th e Accredit ati on Crit eria. The 
proposed language was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also dete rmined th at it was import ant to place th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requir ements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at eac h evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data . 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The propo se d change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and recruitment 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform a nce Disc losures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to stu dent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpu s level (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llcensure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of plac ement within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
rece ives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inistr at or 

Accept as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Accept as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practic es is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
examples would be appreciated to help explain 
"student enrichment and career opportunities" 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Accept as written, 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree Explanation samples would be appreciated 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Please provide full name, cont act email and phone 
number , and short explanation . 
none at thi s 
t ime 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 4:29:42 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:06:57 PM 
00:37:15 

IP Address: 104.169.8.186 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Faculty, 

Please provide full name) contact email and phone 
number, and short exp lanat ion . 

is a faculty member who is involved in the 
curricu lum and academ ic quality of our sc hool. 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:16:47 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:17:37 PM 
00:00:49 

IP Address: 68.188.1.98 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Oth er {please 
specify) 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

71/181 

?S 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

72 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) Survey Monkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:11:09 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:22:49 PM 
00:11:39 

IP Address: 50.192.42.233 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Director of Academic Affairs 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
I suggest some form of notice no matter how small. 
Key officers may not be present on a day you decide 
to visit. It is also possible that other activities with 
the communities around may have been planned. 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

74 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:29:09 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:38:31 PM 
00:09:22 

IP Address: 50.0.102. 154 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:41:36 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:46:32 PM 
00:04:55 

IP Address: 192.41.96.212 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

79 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) SurveyMonkey 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practic es is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations . The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
overs ight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievem ent data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Modify (exp lanation needed) , 

Explanation 
Perhaps ide nt ify spec ifica lly whet her th e "credit 
hours" are "semester" or "quarter" credit hours. 

Acce pt as writt en 

Acce pt as writt en 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:42:54 PM 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 5:50:46 PM 
00:07:51 

IP Address: 168.39.166.1 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and Llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
Please continue to Look at reasonableness of the 
teaching load . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
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IP Address: 38.111.154.130 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Stud ent 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (lan Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
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IP Address: 24.124.35.230 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria . The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inistr at or 

Accept as writ ten 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
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00:12:11 

IP Address: 207.38.121.252 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality : The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
sp ecify) 
Sr. Direct or, Accredit ation & Licensing 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
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00:02:40 

IP Address: 216.2. 12 8.122 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes that 
eac h institution must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform ance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to s tud ent ac hievement must be 
disclos ed at th e ca mpu s leve l (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llce nsure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of plac ement within the Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (lan Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
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IP Address: 100.36.192.11 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

faculty member 

Modify (exp lana t ion needed) 

Modify (explanation requir ed) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in ad missions 
or rec ruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of it s review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Modify (explanation needed) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Faculty , 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
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00:00:37 

IP Address: 69.3.118.163 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Ot her {please 
specify) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final dec,ision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memora nd um to the Field Call for Comment (lan Edit) 
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IP Address: 104.137 .118.215 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that It was Important to provid e a clea r definition of 
academic quality within th e Accredit ati on Criteria. The 
propo se d language was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also det ermined th at it was important to plac e th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data . 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (lan Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
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Time Spent: 
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IP Address: 77 .28.249.208 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inist rat or 

Accept as writ ten 

Acce pt as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

Accept as written 

Employer, 

SurveyMonkey 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? Please provide full name, co ntact email and phone 
number, and short ex lanat ion. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 7:46:57 AM 
Wednesday, October 07, 2015 7:47:33 AM 
00:00:36 

IP Address: 209.234.25. 72 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 7:55:57 AM 
Wednesday, October 07, 2015 7:59:11 AM 
00:03:14 

IP Address: 66.186.163.112 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus admin istr at or 

Accept as writ ten 

Acce pt as writt en 

112/181 

SurveyMonkey 



Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The propo se d change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and recruitment 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform a nce Disc losures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to stu dent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpu s level (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llcensure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
rece ives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:01:28 AM 
Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:02:06 AM 
00:00:37 

IP Address: 50.200.119.110 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

117 / 181 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
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00:02:37 

IP Address: 50.75.255.107 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accep t as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
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IP Address: 174.140.83.52 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proces s for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in ad missions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Community Resources need to be better 
defined. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) Survey Monkey 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Need to see the definition of student satisfaction 
before accepting as written. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
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Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:51:32 AM 
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IP Address: 173.163.0.201 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inist rat or 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:52:12 AM 
Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:53:49 AM 
00:01:36 

IP Address: 173.13.62.26 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 9:08:21 AM 
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00:00:15 

IP Address: 216.24.89.14 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, October 07, 2015 9:27:39 AM 
Wednesday, October 07, 201510:11:17 AM 
00:43:37 

IP Address: 50.248.25.225 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed langua ge was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined th at it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) Survey Monkey 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide expli cit requirements for its 
expect ation s as it relate s to the truthfulnes s, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requir ements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evalu at or at each evaluation s ite visit with 
th e primary role of verifying reported institutional da t a. 

Pro bat ion Sta ndards: The Council propo ses to include th e 
"Proba tion" act ion within th e curr ent Council Action 
Process for non-comp liant actions. Probation may be 
orde red when th e institut ion has cons isten tly 
demonstra ted th at it is una ble to operat e within t he 
st andar ds of th e Accreditati on Crit eria . The ac t ion may be 
orde red follo wing a sho w-ca use direct ive or if th e 
institut ion is appea ling a denial or with dra wal acti on. The 
Council also prop osed to clarify t he ti mefra me by which an 
instituti on may remain on t his statu s in line with its 
maximum tim eframe pr oce dur es list ed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introdu ction . 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Review: The Council pr oposes th at 
each institution must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admi ss ions 
or recruitm ent pr actic es is communicatin g curr ent and 
accurat e information about the institution and its 
operati ons . The propo sed chan ge will require th e 
institution to maintain docum entation of its review and 
overs ight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personn el. 

Reject (explanation required), 

Explanation 
Unannounced visits are detrimental to the integrity 
of the institution and ACICS as a whole. ACICS 
should give an institution a 24-hour notice prior to 
their arrival. What can be gained in 24-hours is 
something to the institution's pride. The difference 
between surprising an institution and announcing in 
advance only 24-hours will show both the institution 
of the serious of the visit and would not look as if 
ACICS is only out to kind any little offence to justify 
their existence. Compliance is a way to ensure that 
procedures are being followed. An unannounced 
visit demonstrates little faith in the institution's 
ability to perform let alone comply. I can only 
assume that the US Department of Education also 
performs unannounced visits to all accrediting 
bodies in the same manner as to seek if they are in 
compliance. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Does the Council has special insight to regional 
community resources as to prescribe exceptions to 
the variety of activities performed by a particular 
institution. In South Florida the Import Export 
ind ustry accounts for over 20% of all businesses. 
Since Import Export is regional in nature how can 
ACICS or for that matter any other accrediting body 
justify that this field is not in high demand as that of 
a Medical Assistant , or Administrative Assistant , or 
of a Front Desk Manager in a Hotel. The institution 
should be allowed some latitude in the community 
resources they have at their disposition. This 
includes Language and diversity. 

Accept as written 
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Institutional Performance Disc.losures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates . 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply rega rding the calculation of 
placement rat es . The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossa ry of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propo ses to revise its 
current procedur es for appealing a debarment action. The 
propo sa l will clarify that an individual or entity th at 
receives an int ent to bar notic e will have one opportunity , 
eith er In writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If th e 
individual or entity chooses to appeal th e notic e, th e 
Council will make a final deci s ion on whether to iss ue a 
debarment order and det e rmine the term s and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

0 

Admiss ions Requirements for Profe ss ional Master 's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
re lated to the admiss ions requirem ents for prof ess ional 
mast er's degree program s which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation . Currently , the Council 
requires that, if an institution admit s a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureat e degre e, the 
student must complete the requirement of a bacc alaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Because of the large amount of foreigners in the US 
that have received a college degree elsewhere. A 
third-party shou ld evaluate the credentials of these 
individuals to ensure they have the same amount of 
preparation as US instr uctor teaching a given course. 
An instructor having a Masters in Health 
Management from a university in Argentina shou ld 
be able to teach a course in Macroeconomics if th ey 
have taken 9 hours of Economics during their 
undergraduate st udies. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

135 / 181 



September 2015 Memorand um to the Field Call for Comm ent (Ian Edit) Survey Monkey 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Faculty, 

Please provide full name, contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 

ac e ors o Science in Tee nica Management 
Regis University, Denver, CO I December 1986 
Masters in Business Administration/ St. Thomas 
University, Miami, Fl/ December 1991 Doctor in 
Business Administration/ Humboldt International 
University, Miami, Fl/ Estimate Graduation 
December 2016. Part- Time: Student Service Director 
@ New Professions Technical Institute (NPTI), 
Miami, FL Part-Time : Director of Administration@ 
Humboldt International University, Miami, FL 
Retired Military, Chief Instructor for Import & Export 
Progra m at NPTI since 1996. Over 20 years in the 
International Business industry. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

Other {please 
specify) 

Survey Monkey 

You are a: Campus administrator AND faculty member 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo sed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality : The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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IP Address: 98.236.23.171 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det erm ined 
that It was Important to provid e a clea r definition of 
academic quality within th e Accredit ati on Crit eria . The 
proposed language was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also det ermined th at it was important to plac e th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requir ements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data . 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council propos es that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practic es is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Couldn't this Criteria apply to other general 
education courses rather than just limiting it to 
applied. For example, in SC in a diploma program 
there Is a requirement to have general education 
courses includ ed within the program. Typically 
these are standard general education courses and 
are not applied general education. Wouldn't it be 
more applicable if this said both applied general 
education and general education? At the 
occupational associate's degree Criteria for both are 
included (3-3-202 a, b). 

Accept as written 
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Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently , the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a stude nt into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
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IP Address: 50.205.185.10 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Acce pt as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as written 

Acce pt as writ t en 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo sed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpus adm inist rat or 

Accept as writ ten 

Acce pt as writt en 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
st udent achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
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IP Address: 66.152.102.186 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
acad emic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link ) 
Started: 
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IP Address: 209.65.177.216 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final dec,ision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

159 / 181 

?S 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
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IP Address: 209.173.38.130 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
Unannounced visits are understandable, but the 
monetary cost to the institution needs to be 
considered as it could be an unnecessary financial 
burden placed on the institution. The current 
language "to host" denotes that the institution will 
be charged for the visit: Staff, Travel, Hotel and 
Meals, with no prior knowledge and/or control over 
the expenditure. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ure s of its admissions and recruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclose d at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

fac ulty member 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, October 08, 201511:00:16 AM 
Thursday, October 08, 201511:02:53 AM 
00:02:37 

IP Address: 209.65.177.216 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propo sed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rate s. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

publi c evaluat or 

Accep t as writt en 

Acce pt as writt en 
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Sept ember 2015 Memo randum to the Field Call for Comment {Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The propo se d change will require the 
institution to maint a in docum entation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and recruitment 
personnel. 

Insti tutional Perform a nce Disc losures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires th at 
inform ation re late d to stu dent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpu s level (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its reten tion , place ment , and llcensure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of plac ement within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
rece ives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

172 / 181 

Survey Monkey 



September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, October 08, 201510:52:18 PM 
Thursday, October 08, 201511:14:53 PM 
00:22:35 

IP Address: 99.117.173.208 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle , the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

fac ulty member 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) SurveyMonkey 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe proc edure s listed in Titl e II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activiti es Review: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admissions 
or recruitm ent practices is communicating current and 
acc urate information abo ut th e institution and it s 
operations. The propo sed change will require the 
institution to maint a in documentation of its review and 
oversig ht meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Perfo rma nce Disc los ures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding publi c disclo sure of 
stud ent achievement data. The propo sa l requires that 
inform ation re late d to stu dent achievement must be 
disclos ed at th e ca mpu s level (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its reten tion , plac ement , and llce nsure exam pas s rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placem ent rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of plac ement within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propose s to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to app eal the noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Include measurements and explanations that 
describe ill-prepared students. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Coun cil determin ed 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operat ions. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {1an Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

t 

Employer 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural 
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council 
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with 
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data. 

ca mpu s admini str ator 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment (Ian Edit) 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment Survey Monkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:03:49 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:12:45 PM 
00:08:56 

IP Address: 74.133.31.170 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language wa s modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

faculty member 

Accept as written 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
In the current climate of national media attention as 
well as attention from state and federal agencies I 
agree it is prudent to add this function to the 
accreditation visits. As an evaluator I look forward 
to seeing institutions that are providing a valuable 
service separated from the few that are not. It will 
affirm ACICS's commitment to holding wrongdoers 
accountable rather than allowing all institutions to 
be painted with the same brush. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Proces s for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unabl e to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timefram e by which an 
institution may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pr oce dur es listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitm ent Activiti es Review: The Council pr oposes th at 
eac h instituti on must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent prac tic es is communi cat ing current and 
acc urate inform ation about th e institution and it s 
operati ons. The propo sed change will req uire the 
institution t o maint a in document ation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
perso nne l. 

Instituti ona l Performa nce Disc los ures: The Council 
prop oses fortifyin g its policy rega rdin g public disclos ure of 
stud ent achievement dat a. The pro posa l requir es th at 
inform ation re la ted to s tud ent ac hieve ment must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpus leve l (and not at th e instituti on­
wide level) and th at , at a minimum , th e ca mpus provid es 
its ret ent ion, place ment , and llce nsure exa m pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelin es in which 
institution s must comply regarding th e cal culation of 
place ment rate s . The Council now propo ses to include a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council propo ses to revise its 
curr ent procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individu a l or entity th at 
rec eives an int ent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writin g or in person , to app eal that noti ce. If the 
individual or entity choo ses to appeal th e notic e, th e 
Council will mak e a final de cis ion on wheth er to issue a 
deb arment order and determine th e ter ms and length of 
that debarment followin g the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

Having been involved in several discussions about 
the criteria for placement, I see the wisdom in this 
plain, succinct definition. I believe it is exactly as it 
should be. 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:14:28 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:14:52 PM 
00:00:23 

IP Address: 184.183.149.99 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campu s admini str at or 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:16:15 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:16:50 PM 
00:00:34 

IP Address: 161.38.221.112 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:03:52 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:19:09 PM 
00:15:16 

IP Address: 38.111.154.130 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Proces s for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demon s trated that it is unabl e to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ord ered following a show -cause directive or if the 
institution is app ealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify th e timefram e by which an 
instituti on may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pr oce dur es listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Rev iew: The Council pr oposes th at 
ea ch instituti on must have a document ed process for 
ensuring th at any perso n or entity engage d in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent prac tic es is communi catin g current and 
acc urate inform ation about th e inst ituti on and it s 
opera ti ons. The propose d change will require t he 
institution t o maint a in document ati on of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
perso nne l. 

Inst ituti ona l Performa nce Disc los ures: The Council 
prop oses fortifyin g its policy rega rdin g publi c disclos ure of 
stud ent achievement dat a. The proposa l requi res th at 
inform at ion re la ted t o s tud ent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpus leve l (and not at th e instituti on­
wide level) and t hat , at a minimum, t he ca mpus provid es 
its ret ent ion, place ment , and llce nsure exa m pass rates. 

Plac emen t Definition : The Council has guid elines in which 
institution s must comply regarding th e ca lculation of 
place ment rate s . The Council now propo ses to include a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria . 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monk ey 

I know that ACICS does not want to get into the 
business in verifying individual state reporting 
requir ement s, which include public postings. 
Consequently, I think some language needs to be 
included that explains that th e required ACICS 
docum entation excludes individual state reporting 
requirements. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
For those institutions that offer degree programs 
where most of their students are on F-1 VISAS or are 
from foreign countries, the graduates return to their 
home countries and are often never heard from 
again. Because of the economic situation in their 
home countries they may be underemployed based 
on their degree. Since a lot of this section is in 
response to repayment of student financial aid 
which foreign students do not receive, I suggest that 
this section be bifurcated into foreign and domestic 
placement definitions. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notic e . If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal the notic e, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and det ermine the term s and length of 
that debarm ent following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirement s for Profess ional Mas t er's Degree 
Program s: The Council propo ses to clarify langua ge 
relat ed to th e admis sions requir ement s for prof ess ional 
mast er' s degree programs which lead to certifica tion or 
licensure following gradu ation . Currently , th e Council 
requires that , if an instituti on admit s a stud ent into a 
mast er's degree without a bacca laurea te degree, t he 
stud ent must complet e th e re quirement of a bacca laurea t e 
degree pr ior to completion or concurrently with th e award 
of th e mast er's degree. The baccalaurea t e degree is often 
not required for a professio nal mast er's degree by 
specialized accredit ing agencies; th erefore, th e Council has 
clarified th e st andard to allow for th ese circumst ances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

This is fine as written. Compliance is another issue 
since it leaves open the possibility of course 
manipulation that will allow a student to achieve 
this standard by getting credit for taking these 
cours es in an abbreviated fashion. For example, 
paying for 3-unit s and only having to do a research 
project whereas other bachelor degree students 
would be required to spend 45+ hour s in class. 

Employer, 

Please provide full name , contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 
I believe I have already been considered for a similar 
role by ACICS concerning doctoral programs , but I 
am happy to help in any way I ca. Mike Guerra, Ed.D. 
Dean of Faculty and Associate Professor of Business 
Administration Lincoln University 
mguerra@lincolnuca.edu 1-510-628-8031 also 
Atherton Chief of Police (ret) 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 201612:51:11 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:24:05 PM 
00:32:53 

IP Address: 161. 38.1.246 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed languag e was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined th at it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed) , 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council Explanation 

SurveyMonkey 

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of and licensure exam pass rate s , if applicable. 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
Information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution -
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:33:37 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 20161:50:47 PM 
00:17:10 

IP Address: 73.131.36.248 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermin ed 
that It was important to provid e a clear de.finltlon of 
acad emic quality within the Accredit ation Criteria . The 
propo se d languag e was modified and expand ed from 
curr ent language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria . 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectation s as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirem ents. 

Prob ation Standards: The Council proposes t o includ e th e 
"Proba tion " acti on wit hin t he curr ent Council Act ion 
Process for non-compliant act ions. Prob at ion may be 
ord ered when th e instituti on has cons isten tly 
dem ons trat ed th at It Is unable t o ope rate within th e 
st andards of th e Accred itation Crit eria. The ac t ion may be 
orde red foll owing a show-cause directiv e or if th e 
institution is app ea ling a denial or withdrawal ac tion. The 
Coun cil also pro pose d to clarify th e tim eframe by which an 
institution may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum tim eframe pro ce dur es list ed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction . 

Recruitm ent Activiti es Review: The Council propo ses that 
each institution must have a document ed pro ces s for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practi ces is communicatin g curr ent and 
accurat e information about th e institution and its 
operation s . The propo sed chan ge will require the 
institution to maintain docum entation of its review and 
oversight mea sures of its admissi ons and recruitment 
personnel. 

Survey Monk ey 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
The proposed mechanism for monitoring or 
evaluating this standard, i.e. having a member of the 
site visit team do this evaluation is unclear. Is this 
individual a new team member, or does this 
responsibility lie with a current member such as the 
SR or Chair position? What guidelines will be 
established to review this data? Not sure this type 
of review is feasible beyond what is already being 
done. For example calls are made to verify 
placement but the system is already flawed by the 
process and not sure how this would change or 
whether it would move to a separate evaluator. 
Need more explanation of exactly how this would 
work, which other reviews would be moved to th e 
new evaluator. Would th ere be sufficient time to 
train individual s on how to approach the 
implementation and evaluatio n of the new standard 
at th e campu s level prior to July 1? 

Accept as writt en 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates . 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice , the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to Issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

This definition is too broad and seems to imply only 
2 levels of placement. Does working in the field of 
study encompass related fields? I think an example 
of "directly benefits" the graduate's employment 
should be included. For example I have seen where 
there is the "possibility" of advancement in the 
future based on th e new credential. Does that 
count? 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

IJ 

21 / 115 



April 2016 \1emorandum to the Field Call r or Comment SurveyMonkey 

22/115 



April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:14:29 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:14:51 PM 
00:00:22 

IP Address: 206.201.163.132 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

public evaluator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment Survey Monkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 20161:46:18 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:47:14 PM 
01:00:55 

IP Address: 65.189.253.106 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Provi ding Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Council det er mined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Crit eria. The 
proposed langua ge was modified and expand ed from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to plac e th e 
ACICS statement of mis sion (currently placed und er Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

public evaluator 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Regarding this language: "Definition of Academic 
Quality ACICS defines academic quality as the 
overall performance of the institution in the context 
of its mission and as measured by the extent to 
which the institution achieves its intended student 
learning and student success outcomes." While I 
support the idea that institutions have (and should 
have) varying missions, and different ideas about 
what constitutes student learning and success 
outcomes, there are many generally accepted 
standards in education, some dictated by the 
accreditation standards and others by Federal or 
State laws and regulations. Just because an 
institution states its mission and learning outcomes, 
and achieves them, does not mean they have 
"academic quality." lfw e only measure academic 
quality by the extent to which an institution 
achieves their goals, and their goals are ill advised, 
or illegal we do a disservi ce to students and other 
stakeholders. In other words, I think this should go 
on to add "and its adherence to generally accepted 
and legally mandated principles of education." 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Titl e II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proc ess for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
I would suggest that this is not a "new standard" 
because there has always been an expectation of 
data integrity; truthfulness, etc. I do believe that not 
meeting the standard for data integrity should be 
defined up front as a "non-compliant action" so that 
probation may be imposed if necessary. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureat e 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a profes sional master 's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:45:15 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:49:36 PM 
00:04:21 

IP Address: 184.4.126.15 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finitlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard lo order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016 4:29:50 PM 
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 4:30:15 PM 
00:00:24 

IP Address: 12.109.126.170 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

32 / 115 

Survey Monkey 



April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, April 20, 2016 12:10:58 PM 
Wednesday, April 20, 201612:24:36 PM 
00:13:37 

IP Address: 108.178.228.54 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedure s listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council propo ses that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engag ed in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent practic es is communicating current and 
accurate information about th e institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight meas ures of its admissions and rec ruitm ent 
personnel. 

Institutional Perfo rman ce Disclosures: The Council 
propos es fortifying its policy rega rding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data . The proposal require s that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , th e campus provid es 
its retention , placement , and llcensure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossa ry of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notic e, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

The instruction is to vague. What does Council mea n 
by "documented process"? How is a school to 
document that admission per sonnel communicated 
current and accurate information to satisfy Council's 
directive? 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:03:36 PM 
Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:04:01 PM 
00:00:24 

IP Address: 50.130.231.32 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:26:44 PM 
Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:26:57 PM 
00:00:12 

IP Address: 96.10.1.34 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:28:22 PM 
Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:28:35 PM 
00:00:13 

IP Address: 41.140.176.53 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:29:28 PM 
Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:29:38 PM 
00:00:10 

IP Address: 63.139.2.122 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment Survey Monkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:43:02 PM 
Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:52:25 PM 
00:09:23 

IP Address: 99.42.88.23 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteri a 

What is your nam e {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Provi ding Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Coun cil det ermined 
that it was important to provid e a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accredit ati on Crit eria . The 
propo se d languag e was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined th at it was important to plac e th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Int egrity Standard: The Council propo ses a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillm ent of its 
accountability requirements. 

public evaluator 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
One recommendation would be to more clearly 
define the exact role of the Team member who is 
chosen to handle this new task, and how the size of 
the campus would determine if they are to do just 
(solely) this or other duties as well. For example 
would this person also handle their regular duti es 
{report/s} as i.e., Ed Act, Library, etc. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution ­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a profe ssional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified th e standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Survey Monkey 

Accept as written 

Pleas e provide full name , contact email and phone 
number, and short exp lanation. 
N/A 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, April 22, 2016 3:06:01 PM 
Friday, April 22, 2016 3:06:23 PM 
00:00:21 

IP Address: 209.65.177.216 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard lo order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, April 25, 2016 5:55:02 PM 
Monday, April 25, 2016 5:55:16 PM 
00:00:13 

IP Address: 208.87.107.66 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

stud ent 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016 3:52:50 PM 
Wednesday, April 27, 201612:40:46 PM 
Over a day 

IP Address: 38.96.35.122 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 

Reject as written (explanation needed) 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unabl e to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show- cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timefram e by which an 
institution may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pr ocedur es listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Rec ruitm ent Activiti es Review: The Council pr oposes th at 
ea ch instituti on must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent prac tices is communi cat ing current and 
acc urate inform ation about th e institution and it s 
operatio ns. The propo sed change will require th e 
institution t o maint a in document ation of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
perso nne l. 

Inst ituti ona l Perfo rma nce Disc los ures: The Council 
propo ses fortifyin g its policy rega rdin g publi c disclos ure of 
stud ent achievement dat a. The propo sa l requir es th at 
inform ation re la ted to s tu dent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e cam pus leve l (and not at th e instituti on­
wide level) and th at , at a minimum , th e ca mpus provid es 
its rete nti on, place ment , and llce nsure exam pass rat es. 

Plac ement Definition : The Council has guidelin es in which 
institution s must comply rega rding th e calculation of 
pla cement rate s . The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

I think that the disclo sure statement that is being 
added needs to be reworded in such a way that it not 
only protects ACICS but does not invalidate the 
integrity of the institution. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Working in the field of study (or related field) or 
acquiring a credential that directly benefits the 
graduate's existing employment. (Reason: Many of 
our court/deposition graduates who have passed the 
CSR examination are choosing to be employed as 
CART providers for the deaf and hard-of-hearing 
community.). 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
eith er in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to app eal th e notic e, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the term s and length of 
that debarm ent following the appeal. 

Admissions Req uirem ent s for Profess ional Maste r's Degree 
Program s: The Council propo ses to clarify langua ge 
relat ed to th e admis sions requir ement s for prof ess ional 
mast er' s degree progr ams which lead to certifica tion or 
licensure follow ing graduation . Curr ently , th e Counc il 
req uires th at , if an instituti on adm its a stud ent into a 
mast er's degree without a bacca laur eat e degree, th e 
stud ent must complete the requ irement of a bacca laurea t e 
degree prior to complet ion or concurrently with th e awar d 
of th e mas ter's degree. The bacca laurea te deg ree is often 
not requi red for a pro fess ional mast er's degree by 
specialized accred iting agencies; th erefore, th e Council has 
clarified th e st andard to allow for th ese circumst ances. 

Page 3: Syste mat ic Revi ew Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Survey Monkey 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Employer, 

Please provide full name , contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 

He is a business person whose wife and sister ­
in-law have graduated from our college and have 
passed t he State examination. He hires our 
graduates, provides mentoring for new reporters, 
and is involved in the Irvine Chamber of Commerce. 
He is totally supportive of for-profit schools. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:15:36 PM 
Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:15:51 PM 
00:00:15 

IP Address: 12.159.255.194 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

faculty member 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and llcensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Lin k) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:16:31 PM 
Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:16:43 PM 
00:00:11 

IP Address: 50.250.166.193 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campu s admini str at or 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:16:26 PM 
Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:18:30 PM 
00:02:04 

IP Address: 65.112.119.137 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academi c Quality: The Council determin ed 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finitlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
propo se d language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place th e 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council propos es a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:18:36 PM 
Thursday, April 28, 2016 3:19:23 PM 
00:00:47 

IP Address: 65.189.253.106 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented proce ss for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measure s of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum , the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, April 28, 2016 5:24:01 PM 
Thursday, April 28, 2016 5:24:44 PM 
00:00:43 

IP Address: 71.180.176.196 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality : The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relate s to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Oth er {please 
specify) 
Direc t or, Caree r Services Departm ent 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, April 29, 201610:32:07 AM 
Friday, April 29, 201610:32:43 AM 
00:00:35 

IP Address: 67.139.31.1 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propo se d Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard lo order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institutioh may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of Its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
IP Address: 

Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Friday, April 29, 2016 5:02:48 PM 
Friday, April 29, 2016 5:02:58 PM 
00:00:09 
12.18.245.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

test 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

public evaluator 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criter ia 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determin ed 
that it was important to provide a clear de.finitlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Tim e Spent: 

Monday, May 02, 2016 4:17:37 PM 
Monday, May 02, 2016 4:23:43 PM 
00:06:05 

IP Address: 67.78.186.66 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality : The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) und er Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirement s for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 
Owner and VP of Academic Affairs 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Proces s for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demon s trated that it is unabl e to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ord ered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is app ealing a denia l or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify th e timefram e by which an 
institution may remain on this statu s in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pro cedur es listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introducti on. 

Recruitm ent Activities Review: The Council proposes th at 
eac h institut ion must have a document ed process for 
ensuring th at any perso n or ent ity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent prac tices is communi catin g current a nd 
acc urate inform ation about th e inst itution and it s 
operat ions . The pro pose d change will require th e 
inst itution to maint a in documenta t ion of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its adm issions and recruitm ent 
perso nne l. 

Institut iona l Performa nce Disc losur es: The Council 
prop oses fortifyi ng its policy rega rdin g public disclos ure of 
stud ent achieve ment dat a. The proposa l requir es th at 
inform ation rela ted to s tud ent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpu s leve l (and not at th e institution ­
wide level) and th at, at a minimum, th e campu s provides 
its rete nti on, place ment , and lice nsure exa m pass rates. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guid elines in which 
institution s must comply rega rding th e calculation of 
place ment rate s . The Council now propo ses to include a 
succinct definition of plac ement within the Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria . 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Several weeks ago I dis cusse d with an 
issue that I had with t he desc ript ion of "Plac ed upon 
required use of skills ". It was actually brought to my 
attention by our legal counsel as a result of the 
many Attoneys' Generals lawsuit s over disclosures, 
particularly with regard to placement. - sa id that 
the Council was going to revisit the issue and come 
up with a definition of placement. While I see that 
they did do that , it did not resolv e the issu es that I 
brought to her attention with regard to this 
particular category. While I und erstand the concept 
of placed by skills and I concur it is a valid and 
necessary category, the languag e used to describe it 
exposes the colleges to array of legal problems. 
Specifically, the second sentence is the problem and 
here's why: 1. "These skills must be list ed in th e 
institution's publish ed program description" • There 
is no ACICS definition of "program description". The 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment Survey Monkey 

criteria mentions program OBJECTIVE, but this is 
different from program description. What 
specifically is meant by program description. When 
you leave something open to interpretation, it is 
playground for the lawyers.• The skills learned in 
any program are voluminous. Each course in each 
program could have anywhere from 5· 10-15 "skills". 
There would be no way to list all of these skills, even 
in a program description. 2. "A majority of these 
skills must be documented in the employer's job 
description"• When you use the word "majority" 
that has a very specific LEGAL definition, one more 
than half. Did we really want to put the schools in a 
position of proving that in a particular job a graduate 
is using more than 50% of the skills learned in the 
program. I know this sounds silly to you and me, but 
this language opens attorneys up to this very 
interpretation and the schools would have to defend 
it.• These skills must be documented in the 
employer's job description. So, now the institution 
must keep a copy of the job d escri pt ion and it must 
list those skills. First, I've seen very few job 
description written like that. Second , this standard 
requires A job description. Many small local 
businesses (particularly in WV where I operate) 
don't have formal job descriptions and if they do , 
they certainly are not going to have the detail of a 
skills listing. Again, you are boxing the schools in 
when it really isn't necessary. This language exposes 
the Institution to a multitude of attacks from 
attorneys due to the language as written. When I 
talked with • I suggested that the second 
sentence be removed all together and the first 
sentence be modified to read something like 
" .... placed based upon the use of the core skills 
contained in the area of concentration in the 
student's program". The criteria already defines 
"area of concentration" which are the core skills to 
which-wa.s referring and which was the intent of 
the language. We also don't need to get into a 
"numbers game" with the words "majority" and 
"predominate". If you require the job to include the 
skills in the core area of concentration then 
everyone knows what those are because you have to 
list them when you develop your curriculum in your 
new and revised program applications. As a former 
commissioner (and an attorney myself), I 
understand the delicate balance in trying to use 
language to explain a concept. In this case, the 
institutions have been unnecessarily placed in a 
situation of having to defend very specific language 
which is not necessary, in my opinion, to protect the 
integrity of the standard. I am respectfully 
requesting the Council revisit this language and 
modify it. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently , the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circum stance s . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within th e Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

Other {please 
specify) 
Pres ident and CEO1 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We respectfully request the Council to delay 
implementation of the proposed Recruitment 
Activities Review until January 2017. The proposed 
effective date of July 1, 2016 provides institutions 
with insufficient time to properly document that 
"any person" (i.e., every person) engaged in 
admissions or recruitment practices is 
communicating current and accurate information 
regarding courses and programs, student 
achievement disclosures, services, tuition, terms, 
and operating policies, as well as documentation of 
review and oversight measures of their admissions 
and recruitment personnel. To properly implement 
this, institutions need ample time to develop 
documents that cover each of these six areas and 
demonstrate each and every admissions or 
recruitment representative has received proper 
training as well as evidence of subsequent review 
and oversight measures. In large, multi-campus 
institutions such as ours , this affects many, many 
personnel and will require extensive time to create, 
document, and implement for each admissions and 
recruitment representative. In addition, we request 
that ACICS issue the planned recruitment activities 
best practices guide In advance of the effective date 
of the proposed Recruitment Activities Review. As 
stated in the Memorandum to the Field , the Council 
intends to conduct research and survey institutions 
on their practices and will then issue a best practices 
guide. We very much look forward to a best practices 
guide on this topic so we may enhance our 
procedures and also to ensure compliance with this 
new comprehensive documentation requirement. We 
thank the Council in advance for planning to create 
such a valuable resource to its member institutions. 
If institutions create documents and processes 
surrounding use of those documents prior to the 
issuance of the best practices guide, they are less 
likely to implement this effectively or in accordance 
with best practices. Also, once institutions establish 
documents and related processes, they are reluctant 
to revise them soon thereafter. Therefore, if the best 
practices guide is issued after the effective date of 
this change, institutions may have additional hurdles 
to revise their relatively new documents and related 
implementation processes. Conversely, the 
opportunity to build documents and processes to 
implement use of such documents based on ACICS's 
best practices guide will provide institutions with 
direction and a solid foundation, which in turn, will 
meet both the language and spirit of this new 
requirement. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We request that ACICS publish on its website an 
official definition of the retention rate and the 
licensure exam pass rate well in advance of the 
effective date of the Institutional Performance 
Disclosure, July 1, 2016. Currently , ACICS provides 
an official definition of placement at 
http://www.ac ics .org/ ace reditati on/ content. aspx? 
id=6425. This has been an excellent resource for 
institutions, particularly as an accurate and 
complete explanation of the ACICS placement rates 
that the U.S. Departm e nt of Education requires 
institutions to publish in Gainful Employment 
Disclosures. The U.S. Department of Education has 
found som e institutions to have inaccurately or 
insuffici ently explain ed th e ir stud ent outcom es 
definition s and calculations , resulting in alleg ations 
of misrepresentation. This is a poor reflection on 
both thos e institution s and on their accr editing 
agencies . In some cases, th ese instanc es may have 
been unint entional. If ACICS provides clear and 
official definition s of retention and Ii cen sure exam 
pa ss rate s (simila r t o th e ACICS definition of 
placem ent) , Institutions can reference those 
definitions in thi s new Institution al Performanc e 
Disclosur e requirem ent . Without such defini t ions , 
ther e could be allegation s of mis repre se nt ation, 
given some institution s may unint entionally not 
disclo se or Insufficiently disclose a definition of 
ret ention or licensure exam pass rate s. With such 
definition s, institutions may confidently provide 
complete and accurat e definitions In addition to the 
actual rates . Prospective and curr ent students , the 
public, and other regulatory agencies will be better 
equipped to understand the rates and make 
decisions based upon them. Additionally, 
institutions and ACICS will be better able to 
demonstrate to the U.S. Department of Education 
et. al. that we are committed to complete and 
accurate disclosure. 
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April 2016 Mem orandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates . The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Surv ey Monk ey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We request that ACICS incorporate the full 
placement definition in the Accreditation Criteria. 
Though we acknowledge there are benefits to 
brevity, we believe the need for clarity and 
consistency in regards to the placement definition is 
paramount. The proposed placement definition has 
resulted in undue confusion by many institutions, as 
demonstrated by the many questions posed during 
the April ACICS AWARE webinar and the more than 
600 registrants for the April Data Integrity & 
Placement Q&A Session webinar. The full placeme nt 
definition is currently published in the 2015 CAR 
Guidelines and Instructions. It is quite 
comprehensive and though lengthy , merits inclusion 
in the Glossary in its entirety: ACICS applies the 
following Definition of Placement to outcomes 
reported by member institutions: •Placed based 
upon job titles: Any graduate or completer of a 
program that was placed based upon job title s 
included in the list of job titles published by the 
institution for which th e program pr epares students. 
These job titl es must be tho se publi shed by th e 
institution on its web site In compliance with USDOE 
Title IV regulations and must be identified in th e 
Department's CIP-to-SOC Crosswalk (Standard 
Occupational Classification, U.S. Department of 
Labor) with the Classification of Instructional 
Programs (CIP) code of this program. OR •Placed 
based upon the required use of skills: Any graduate 
or completer of a program that was placed based 
upon the required use of skills learned in the 
student's program as a predominant component of 
the job. These skills must be those listed in the 
institution's published program description and a 
majority of these skills must be documented in the 
employer's job description as required or desired 
skills, duties or responsibilities. OR •Placed based 
upon the benefit of the training: Any graduate or 
completer of a program that was placed based upon 
the benefit of the training received from the 
program in obtaining a new position or maintaining a 
current position, supporting promotion or improving 
job related skills. We are concerned that a brief or 
differently worded definition in the Glossary of the 
Criteria will result in misunderstandings and 
misinterpretation of the placement definition. 
Institutions need to demonstrate their placements 
comply with the ACICS definition and clarity for all 
member institutions is imperative to bolster proper 
application of the Criteria and demonstrate the 
integrity of our data. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirem ents for professional 
mast er's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaur ea te degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a bacca laur eat e 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a profe ssio nal master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for the se circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 
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What is your name (First, Last)? 

SurveyMonkey 

You are a: 
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Pres ident and Chief Executive Officer , -

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Acad emic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability , 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We respectfully request the Council to delay 
implementation of the proposed Recruitment 
Activities Review until January 2017. The proposed 
effective date of July 1, 2016 provides institutions 
with insufficient time to properly document that 
"any person" (i.e., every person) engaged in 
admissions or recruitment practices is 
communicating current and accurate information 
regarding courses and programs, student 
achievement disclosures, services, tuition, terms, 
and operating policies, as well as documentation of 
review and oversight measures of their admissions 
and recruitment personnel. To properly implement 
this, institutions need ample time to develop 
documents that cover each of these six areas and 
demonstrate each and every admissions or 
recruitment representative has received proper 
training as well as evidence of subsequent review 
and oversight measures. In large , multi -campus 
institutions such as ours , this affects many , many 
personnel and will require extensive time to create, 
docum ent , and implement for each admissions and 
recruitment representative. In addition, we request 
that ACICS issue the plann ed recruitment activities 
best practice s guide In advance of the effective date 
of the proposed Recruitment Activities Review. As 
stated in the Memorandum to the Field , the Council 
intends to conduct research and survey institutions 
on their practices and will then issue a best practices 
guide. We very much look forward to a best practices 
guide on this topic so we may enhance our 
procedures and also to ensure compliance with this 
new comprehensive documentation requirement. We 
thank the Council in advance for planning to create 
such a valuable resource to its member institutions. 
If institutions create documents and processes 
surrounding use of those documents prior to the 
issuance of the best practices guide, they are less 
likely to implement this effectively or in accordance 
with best practices. Also, once institutions establish 
documents and related processes, they are reluctant 
to revise them soon thereafter. Therefore, if the best 
practices guide is issued after the effective date of 
this change, institutions may have additional hurdles 
to revise their relatively new documents and related 
implementation processes. Conversely, the 
opportunity to build documents and processes to 
implement use of such documents based on ACICS's 
best practices guide will provide institutions with 
direction and a solid foundation, which in turn, will 
meet both the language and spirit of this new 
requirement. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We request that ACICS publish on its website an 
official definition of the retention rate and the 
licensure exam pass rate well in advance of the 
effective date of the Institutional Performance 
Disclosure, July 1, 2016. Currently , ACICS provides 
an official definition of placement at 
http://www.acics.org/ ace reditati on/ content. aspx? 
id=6425. This has been an excellent resource for 
institutions, particularly as an accurate and 
complete explanation of the ACICS placement rates 
that the U.S. Departm ent of Education requires 
institutions to publish in Gainful Employment 
Disclosures. The U.S. Department of Education has 
found som e institutions to have inaccurately or 
insuffici ently explain ed th e ir stud ent outcom es 
definition s and calculation s, resulting in alleg ations 
of misrepresentation. This is a poor reflection on 
both thos e institution s and on their accr editing 
agencies . In som e cases, th ese instanc es may have 
been unintentional. If ACICS provides clear and 
official definitions of retention and Ii censur e exam 
pa ss rat es (simila r t o th e ACICS definition of 
plac ement) , institutions can reference those 
definitions in thi s new Institution al Performanc e 
Disclosur e require ment. Without such definition s , 
ther e could be allegations of mis repr esent ation, 
given some institution s may unint entionally not 
disclo se or Insufficiently disclose a definition of 
ret ention or licensur e exam pass rat es. With such 
definition s, institutions may confidently provide 
complete and accurate definitions In addition to the 
actual rates . Prospective and curr ent students , the 
public, and other regulatory agencies will be better 
equipped to understand the rates and make 
decisions based upon them. Additionally, 
institutions and ACICS will be better able to 
demonstrate to the U.S. Department of Education 
et. al. that we are committed to complete and 
accurate disclosure. 
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April 2016 Mem orandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates . The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Survey Monk ey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We request that ACICS incorporate the full 
placement definition in the Accreditation Criteria. 
Though we acknowledge there are benefits to 
brevity, we believe the need for clarity and 
consistency in regards to the placement definition is 
paramount. The proposed placement definition has 
resulted in undue confusion by many institutions, as 
demonstrated by the many questions posed during 
the April ACICS AWARE webinar and the more than 
600 registrants for the April Data Integrity & 
Placement Q&A Session webinar. The full placement 
definition is currently published in the 2015 CAR 
Guidelines and Instructions. It is quite 
comprehensive and though lengthy , merits inclusion 
in the Glossary in its entirety: ACICS applies the 
following Definition of Placement to outcomes 
reported by member institutions: •Placed based 
upon job titles: Any graduate or completer of a 
program that was placed base d upon job title s 
included in the list of job titles published by the 
institution for which th e program prepares students. 
These job titl es must be tho se published by the 
institution on its web site In compliance with USDOE 
Title IV regulations and must be identified in the 
Department's CIP-to-SOC Crosswalk (Standard 
Occupational Classification, U.S. Department of 
Labor) with the Classification of Instructional 
Programs (CIP) code of this program. OR •Placed 
based upon the required use of skills: Any graduate 
or completer of a program that was placed based 
upon the required use of skills learned in the 
student's program as a predominant component of 
the job. These skills must be those listed in the 
institution's published program description and a 
majority of these skills must be documented in the 
employer's job description as required or desired 
skills, duties or responsibilities. OR •Placed based 
upon the benefit of the training: Any graduate or 
completer of a program that was placed based upon 
the benefit of the training received from the 
program in obtaining a new position or maintaining a 
current position, supporting promotion or improving 
job related skills. We are concerned that a brief or 
differently worded definition in the Glossary of the 
Criteria will result in misunderstandings and 
misinterpretation of the placement definition. 
Institutions need to demonstrate their placements 
comply with the ACICS definition and clarity for all 
member institutions is imperative to bolster proper 
application of the Criteria and demonstrate the 
integrity of our data. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently , the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree , the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circum stance s . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writt en 

Accept as writt en 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an 
institution may remain on this status in line with its 
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title II, Chapter 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
personnel. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Mem orandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Institutional Performance Disc.losures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disc.Lasure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides 
its retention, placement , and licensure exam pass rates. 

Plac ement Definition: The Council has guidelin es in which 
institution s must comply regardin g the cal culation of 
placem ent rat es. The Council now proposes to includ e a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Survey Monk ey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
We recommen d t hat st andard be modified t o 
exp licitly state which rates must be disclosed. The 
standard as written states that the rates must be at 
the campus level but does not state if the rates to 
be disclosed are the overall campus rates, the rates 
by program, or both. The inclusion of licensure pass 
rates implies that the disclosures are to be at the 
program level, but the standard is not clear. In 
additio n, we recommend that for licensure exam 
pass rates, the standard explicitly state that it is for 
those programs that are required to report the pass 
rates to ACICS, i.e. those where 
licensure/certification are required for employment. 
In additio n on a related note, we recommend that 
the Council review the policy and formula it uses for 
calculating licensure pass rates. This formula has 
changed several times over the last few years and 
the directions provided for last year's CAR post 
some concerns. First, the rate campuses were to 
provide was a three year average of pass rate 
percentages which can cause skewed results vs. 
using raw data. Secondly, there was no way to 
differentiate or provide additional notes for those 
programs that did not yet have three years of pass 
rates. We were instructed to use the averages of the 
years that we did have, whether that was one , two or 
three years. Again this creates concerns abo ut the 
consistency in the rates being reported. Finally, for 
many of these programs we are also required by 
separate programmatic accreditors to ca lculate and 
disclose pass rates. In most instances the cohort 
periods, timeframes, and ca lculation differ from that 
used in the ACICS calculation. This raises concerns 
about having various; conflicting pass rates 
disclosed which may confuse prospective students. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Council staff has explained that t his revision is not 
intended to alter the current interpretation of 
placement, however as written it appears that it 
does which may cause confusion for campuses and 
evaluators. Specifically the proposed definition does 
not appear to account for the placement category of 
"Skills Match" but only accounts for those that are 
CIP to SOC direct title matches or by benefit 
placements. We recommend that the definition be 
altered to account for those skills match 
placements. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the terms and length of 
that debarment following the appeal. 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master 's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requir ement s for profe ss ional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently , th e Council 
requires that , if an institution admits a student into a 
mast er's degree without a baccalaur ea te degree, th e 
student must complete th e requirement of a bacca laureat e 
degree prior to comp letion or concurrently with the award 
of th e mast er's degr ee. The baccalaur ea te degree is often 
not required for a profe ssio nal master's degree by 
specializ ed accrediting agencies; therefore, th e Council has 
clarified th e st andard to allow for th ese circum stance s. 

Page 3: Systematic Revi ew Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

102 / 115 

Survey Monkey 

II 



April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Other {please 
specify) 
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Survey Monkey 

Member of the public 



April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that it was important to provide a clear definition of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

To qualify for federal recognition, an accrediting 
agency must demonstrate that its accredited 
institutions have degree and certificate 
requirements that "at least conform to commonly 
accepted standards." Many accreditors implement 
this by ensuring that colleges conduct reviews of 
every program, and that the reviews include outside 
parties. For example, under a NEASC standard, 
institutions must have a regular cycle of reviews of 
academic programs that ";ncludes evidence of 
student success and program effectiveness and 
incorporates an external perspective." The 
accreditor role is to, essentially, audit the school's 
processes to make sure that the reviews are 
happening, and that the external reviewers are 
appropriate experts and truly independent. Some 
accreditors check to ensure that the external 
reviewers are examining the actual work that 
students do: the papers, tests , and presentations 
that are graded and revised as part of the learning 
process. I have found no evidence that ACICS 
expects this type of quality assurance from its 
schools , nor that ACICS audits the rigor and 
independence of the precesses . Further, adding the 
proposed definition of academic quality does not 
repair the problem. Indeed, the components in the 
definition are wholly inadequate: course grades are 
internal and therefore not reliable; retention rates 
can be a sign of an engaging program, but they can 
also be a sign of low standards {a diploma mill, after 
all, has a graduation rate of100 percent); placement 
rates are notoriously unreliable: they are difficult to 
monitor and easy to game (see question # 6); 
satisfaction surveys administered by a college are 
not a reliable measure of academic quality (as 
research has shown, students can be happy w/o 
learning: ignorance is bliss). 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to th e Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirem ents. 

Pro bat ion Standard s: The Council pro poses to includ e th e 
"Proba tion" act ion with in th e curr ent Counc il Action 
Process for non-comp liant actions. Probati on may be 
ord ered when th e Institution has cons isten tly 
demons trated th at it is unable to operat e within th e 
stand ards of th e Accreditati on Crit eria . The ac t ion may be 
ord ered followin g a show-ca use direct ive or if th e 
institution is appea ling a denial or withdrawal acti on. The 
Coun cil also prop ose d to clarify th e tim efra me by which an 
institu tion may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum ti meframe pr oce dur es list ed In Title II, Chapt er 
3, Introdu ction . 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation required), 

Explanation 
From the documentation I have seen of ACICS 
campus reviews, the agency needs to dramatically 
increase the resources it puts toward analyzing 
institutions' data and assertions. The visiting team 
reports I have reviewed have reported that as few 
has five or six phone calls are made to employers to 
verify employment claims. The process appears 
haphazard and unreliable. Furthermore , an 
examination should not be limited to checking data 
that a school submits to ACICS as part of the 
accreditation proces s. For exampl e , for years Wright 
Career College has been submitting reports to the 
IRS -- which are public and easily available -- that 
raise question s about th e insti t ution 's int egrity. In 
checking Wright management 's claim s to being a 
nonprofit , ACICS should have review ed th os e 
docum ents. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Prob ation may be a reaso nabl e addition , but most 
import ant Is to have stand ards th at are meaningful 
and a review pro cess th at is effectiv e in identifying 
probl ems -- and a lso encou raging excellence , not 
just "complianc e." 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that 
each institution must have a documented process for 
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions 
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 
accurate information about the institution and its 
operations. The proposed change will require the 
institution to maintain documentation of its review and 
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment 
per sonnel. 

Institutional Performance Disclosures : The Council 
propo ses fortifying its policy regarding public disclosur e of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and that , at a minimum , th e campus provid es 
its retention , plac ement , and licensure exam pass rate s . 

Surv ey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
The current criterion starts well, with the 
admonition that "Recruiting shall be ethical." But 
the rest of the sectio n on recruitment activities, 
includ ing t he proposed edits, is focuse d not on 
ethically recruiting students, but instead on low­
level legal compliance, and documenting that 
"disclosures" and "information" were provided. In 
terms of student understanding, the disclosure 
documents are much less important than the 
personal interaction between the prospective 
student and the school representative. Vet the 
narrow ACICS focus on disclosure documents means 
that college recruiters can be unethical as long as 
the evide nce is not in the "docum entation." The 
huge distance that ACICS needs to travel on this 
issue is evident from part (d) of this standard, which 
declares that "recruitment and enrollme nt 
personnel may not be designated as counselors or 
advisors." The visiting t ea m checklist (question 
4.15) monitors this requirement by asking, "Are the 
titles of recruitment and enrollment personnel 
appropriate?" The job title is not the problem! 
School representative should not be in all-out 
"selling" mode regard less of their tit les . This 
demonstrates a wrongheaded obsession with 
technical compliance while actual ethical treatment 
of student s -- is ignored. To give schoo ls an 
incentive to be more ethical in providing Information 
to potential students, ACICS should launch a 
shopper program to experience what happen s to 
rea l prospects. Schools shou ld be called on anything 
that is sleazy (ethics), not just on outright lies 
(compliance). The test of ethical recruiting is not 
what is in the written disclosures, but the timing and 
content of what is communicated, and emphasized, 
whether in writing, verbally or emotionally. 

Reject (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
The proposed disclaimer is inappropriate for a 
school to post. The school should stand by its data, 
offering whatever truthful caveats that are 
appropriate. The disclaimer refers to verification by 
ACICS, which is a different matter. As proposed, the 
disclaimer seems to be a way for schools to escape 
responsibility for their own data. 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Ca ll for Comment 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which 
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of 
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Deba rment Policy: The Council propo ses to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment ac tion . The 
proposal will clarify th at an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar not ice will have one opportun ity , 
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If th e 
individual or entity chooses to ap pea l th e notice, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine th e terms and length of 
th at debarment following the appea l. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
The proposed definition's inclusion of students' 
current jobs demonstrates the difficulty in using 
strict placement rates as an accountability measure. 
Placement rates are plagued by the judgment calls 
about "in the field" and how much of a "benefit" is 
enough to count. A more reliable measure of 
whether a program has value to an employer is the 
employer's participation in supporting students in 
the training programs. ACICS should adopt a new 
standard that measures the extent to which each 
program is financed by sources other than federal 
and state grant and loan programs. The measure 
would serve as a market indicator of value. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Part 2 of the Memorandum to the Field describes 
changes in ACICS bylaws to create a method "by 
which it reconciles conflicts of interest or perceived 
breaches of integrity. " It calls for a three-per so n 
committee, of which two are public members, to 
opine on ethics questions. ACICS needs to make 
much more s ignificant changes in its governance in 
order to be a trusted and ethical accreditor. The 
Memorandum 's proposal is based on a narrow 
interpretation of a conflict of interest: the situation 
In which a college owner influences specific 
decisions about his or her own institution. The real 
problem , however , is that the entire accreditation 
enterprise ls a conflict of interest: owners of 
institutions control the entity that determines the 
standards and processes by which institutions are 
judged. When serving as the gatekeeper for federal 
aid it becomes a mutual enrichment society not a 
quality assurance mechanism. For ACICS to have 
independence and integrity, the Board of Directors 
should be composed entirely of people without a 
financial interest in an institution accredited by the 
agency. Everyone should voluntarily resign and ask 
the Secretary of Education to appoint a new board. 
(I realize this is not item 7, but there was no item on 
the questionnaire for this topic). 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies ; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, May 06, 20161:45:59 PM 
Friday, May 06, 20161:55:11 PM 
00:09:11 

IP Address: 12.18.245.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Proces s for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demon s trated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show- cause directive or if the 
institution is app ealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify th e timefram e by which an 
instituti on may remain on thi s statu s in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pr oce dur es listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Recr uitm ent Activities Review: The Council propo ses th at 
eac h instituti on must have a document ed process for 
ensuring th at any pers on or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recr uit ment pr actices is communi catin g curr ent and 
acc urate inform ation ab out th e instituti on and its 
operati ons. The propo sed c.hange will requir e th e 
institution to maint a in document ation of its rev iew and 
overs ight meas ures of its admiss ions and rec ruitm ent 
perso nnel. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Comment 1. We suggest that ACICS include the 
words "of accreditation" to clarify 2-3-241. The 
suggested edits are listed in all caps below. 2-3-241. 
Imposition. Probation may be imposed by the 
Council either following a show-cause directive, or 
after an institution has notified the Council that it 
intends to appeal a denial OF ACCREDITATION or 
withdrawal OF ACCREDITATION action. Comment 2. 
We suggest that ACICS change the word "reasons" to 
"areas of noncompliance" in 2-3-243 to be 
consistent with your new wording used in 2-3-240. 
The suggested edit is listed in all caps below. 2-3-
243. Probation Lifted. When the AREAS OF 
NONCOMPLIANCE for the probation have been 
satisfied, the probation may be lifted by ACICS (See 
Title II, Chapter 3, Introduction) . The Council may 
order a special visit at th e institution 's expe nse 
before lifting probation. The Council may order a 
special visit at the institution' s expense before 
lifting probation 

Modify (explanation neede d), 

Explanation 
Comment 1. We suggest that ACICS clarify what is 
meant by Student Achievement disclosures in 3-1-
412(a)? Are you specifically referring to the ACICS 
CAR data? Section 3-1-412(a): An institution shall 
have a documented proc ess to ens ure that any 
person or entity engaged in admissions or 
recruitment activities on its behalf is 
communicating current and accurate information 
regarding courses and programs, student 
achievement disclosure s, services, tuition , terms, 
and operating policies. 
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April 2016 Memo randum to the Field Ca ll for Comm ent 

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council 
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclo sure of 
student achievement data. The proposal requires that 
information related to student achievement must be 
disclos ed at th e campus level (and not at the institution­
wide level) and th at, at a minimum , th e campu s provid es 
its reten t ion, plac ement , and lice nsure exam pass rate s . 

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelin es in which 
institutions must comply regardin g th e cal culation of 
placement rate s. The Council now proposes to include a 
succinct definition of placement within the Gloss ary of the 
Accreditation Crite ria. 

Surve y Monk ey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Comment 1. We suggest revisions to the 
Performance Information Disclosure. The suggested 
edits are listed below in all caps. Performance 
Information Disclosure "The student achievement 
rates for retention , placement, and/or licensure 
examination disclosed above are provided for 
information purposes only. They are based on data 
submitted ANNUALL V to ACICS in fulfillment of 
CAMPUS accountability REPORTING requirements 
but have not been 100% verified or tested for 
complete accuracy BV ACICS. Students should give 
the information appropriate weight in making an 
enrollment decision." Comment 2. ACICS should be 
aware that institutions will need to include in th e 
new ACICS Institutional Performanc e Disclosure the 
specific ACICS calculations for retention, placement 
and graduation. Ther efor e, if ACICS changes any of 
their calculation methods , it is imperative member 
institution s be notified so the Institutional 
Performance disclosure can be updated. It is 
important that institution s include th ese calcula t ion 
formulas in their dis closures because many 
institutions are often required to report oth er rates 
for this same data (retention , placement, 
graduation, llcensure pass rate) as required by 
Federal Agencies , State Agenci es, Programmatic 
Accreditor s, Boards of Nursing , etc . These agencies 
have their own required calculation formulas for this 
data. Including the calculation formulas helps to 
inform the public on how the rates were calculated. 
ACICS may want to consider providing exact 
language on what institutions should list on th eir 
disclosure as the calculation formulas for retention, 
placement, graduation rate and llcensure pass rates. 
Comment 3. We suggest that the Final CAR Reports 
generated through the ACICS CAR system be 
updated for the next CAR reporting period to 
include the new disclosure language (once 
approved) as many institutions will be uploading 
these reports as their evidence of compliance. 
Posting the ACICS Final CAR Reports on the school 
website was a best practice recommended on the 
recent ACICS webinar. 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its 
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The 
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity , 
eith er in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the 
individual or entity choos es to app eal th e notic e, th e 
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a 
debarment order and det ermine the term s and length of 
that debarm ent following the appeal. 

Admissions Requireme nt s for Profess ional Mas t er's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to cla rify language 
relat ed t o th e admissions requir ement s for prof ess ional 
mast er's degree programs which lead t o certification or 
licensure following gradu ation. Currently , th e Council 
requires th at , if an institution admi ts a st udent into a 
mast er's degree without a bacca laureat e degree, th e 
stud ent must complete th e require ment of a bacca laureat e 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with th e award 
of th e mast er's degree. The bacca laurea te degree is oft en 
not req uired for a professio nal maste r's degree by 
specia lized accred iting agencies ; therefore, th e Council has 
clar ified th e st an dard to allow for th ese circumst ances. 

Page 3: Systemat ic Review Advi sory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nominati on? 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Comment 1. We suggest that the ACICS change the 
word "individual(s)" to "person(s) or entity" to be 
consistent with your wording used throughout 2-3-
900. The suggested edit is listed in all caps below. A 
debarment order may be issued by the Council as a 
result of its consideration of the facts presented. 
The Council's decision will be sent to the PERSON(S) 
OR ENTITY by electronic and certified mail following 
their challenge appeal before the Council. 

Accept as written 

Employer , 

Please provide full name , contact email and phone 
numb er and short ex lanation. 

submit ted several 
st ud ent and employer candid at es to 

previously. If you need any of thi s 
inform ation resubmitt ed, please cont act -

or 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, May 06, 2016 3:07:28 PM 
Friday, May 06, 2016 3:10:43 PM 
00:03:15 

IP Address: 108.253.56.58 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined 
that It was Important to provide a clear de.finltlon of 
academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The 
proposed language was modified and expanded from 
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The 
Council also determined that it was important to place the 
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title I, 
Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title I, Chapter I of the 
Accreditation Criteria. 

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new 
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its 
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness , reliability, 
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by 
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its 
accountability requirements. 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the 
"Probation" action within the current Council Action 
Proces s for non-compliant actions . Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has consistently 
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the 
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be 
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the 
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The 
Council also proposed to clarify the timefram e by which an 
institution may remain on thi s status in line with its 
maximum timefr ame pr oce dure s listed in Titl e II, Chapt er 
3, Introduction. 

Recruitm ent Activiti es Review: The Council pr oposes th at 
ea ch instituti on must have a document ed process for 
ensuring that any perso n or entity engaged in admiss ions 
or recruitm ent prac tic es is communi catin g current and 
accurate inform ation about th e institution and it s 
ope ration s. The pro posed change will require the 
inst itution to maint a in document at ion of its review and 
overs ight meas ures of its admissio ns and rec ruitm ent 
perso nne l. 

Instituti ona l Performa nce Disc los ures: The Council 
prop oses fortifyin g its policy rega rdin g public disclos ure of 
stud ent achievement dat a. The pro posa l requir es th at 
inform ation re la ted to s tud ent ac hievement must be 
disclose d at th e ca mpus leve l (and not at the instituti on­
wide level) and th at , at a minimum , th e ca mpu s provid es 
its rete nt ion, place ment , and lice nsure exam pass rat es. 

Placement Definition : The Council has guidelin es in which 
institution s must comply regarding th e cal culation of 
plac ement rate s . The Council now propo ses to inc.lude a 
succinct definition of place ment within th e Glossa ry of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria . 

Debarment Policy : The Council propo ses to revise its 
curr ent procedure s for appealing a deb arment ac tion. The 
propo sal will clarify that an individual or entity that 
rec eives an intent to bar noti ce will have one opportunity , 
eith er in writing or in person , to ap peal th at noti ce. If the 
individual or entity choo ses to app eal th e noti ce, th e 
Council will make a final decis ion on whether to issue a 
debarment order and determine the term s and length of 
that debarm en t following th e app eal. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

We have campus(s) that have very small 
populations. If we are posting placement results for 
groups smaller than 10, these students/graduates 
are easily Identifiable, which could seem to violate 
some privacy laws. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree 
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language 
related to the admissions requirements for professional 
master's degree programs which lead to certification or 
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council 
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a 
master's degree without a baccalaureate degree, the 
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate 
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award 
of the master's degree. The baccalaureate degree is often 
not required for a professional master's degree by 
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has 
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

115 / 115 

Survey Monkey 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, May 20, 2016 2:26:00 PM 
Friday, May 20, 2016 5:57:18 PM 
03:31:17 

IP Address: 107.135.125.153 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Probation Standard s: The Council proposes to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures lis ted in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administrative Staff Member 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Saturday, May 21, 201612:40:09 AM 
Saturday, May 21, 201612:41:02 AM 
00:00:53 

IP Address: 24.100.160.127 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administ rat ive St aff Member 

Accep t as writt en 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, May 24, 2016 9:23:34 AM 
Tuesday, May 24, 2016 9:28:45 AM 
00:05:10 

IP Address: 209.65.177.216 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standard s: The Council propose s to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures lis ted in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administ rat ive Staff Member 

Accep t as writ ten 

Employer 

3 / 14 

SurveyMonkey 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment SurveyMonkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, May 25, 2016 3:32:34 PM 
Wednesday, May 25, 2016 3:35:29 PM 
00:02:54 

IP Address: 69.80.66 .210 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteri a 

What is your name {First, Las t)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes t o clarify its 
current Council action procedures to not e that th e Council 
may tak e an appropriate non -compli ant action at any time. 
This will includ e th e "Probation " action . Probation may be 
ordered when th e institution ha s mate rially demonstrated 
that it is unabl e to operate within the stand a rds of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also propo ses to clarify 
the tlm efram e by which an institution may remain on th e 
Probation status in line with it s procedures lis ted in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administrative Staff Member 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
The Council propo ses to clarify it s curr ent Council 
action proc edure s to note that the Council WILL 
take an appropriate non -compliant action 
IMMEDIATELY. This will include th e "Probation " 
action. Probation WILL be ordered when the 
institution has materially demonstrated that it is 
unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria .THE COUNCILE WILL PERMIT 
AN INSTITUTION TO REMAIN ON PROBATION FOR 3 
MONTHS. 

4 / 14 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, May 26, 2016 12:31:34 PM 
Thursday, May 26, 201612:32:51 PM 
00:01:16 

IP Address: 173.226. 21.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Probation Standard s: The Council propose s to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to not e that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administrative Staff Member 

Accept as written 

5 / 14 

SurveyMonkey 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, May 26, 2016 2:44:21 PM 
Thursday, May 26, 2016 2:48:10 PM 
00:03:48 

IP Address: 173.226. 21.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Probation Standard s: The Council propos es to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedure s listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Administ rat ive Staff Member 

Accept as writ ten 

Faculty 

6 / 14 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 
IP Address: 

Web Link l (Web Link) 
Thursday, June 02, 20161:15:38 PM 
Thursday, June 02, 20161:39:06 PM 
00:23:28 
67.17.174.30 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

Other {please 
specify) 

SurveyMonkey 

You are a: General Manager of West Virginia Business College 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to clar ify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demon strated 
that it Is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation stat us in line with its procedures listed In Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Accept as written 

Faculty, 

Please provide full narne, contact email and phone 
number , and short explanat ion. 

7 / 14 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, June 03, 20161:26:42 PM 
Friday, June 03, 20161:27:06 PM 
00:00:24 

IP Address: 209.136.209.93 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non-compliant action at any time. 
This will includ e the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

test 

Administrative Staff Member 

8 I 14 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, June 06, 2016 5:43:03 PM 
Monday, June 06, 2016 5:43:54 PM 
00:00:50 

IP Address : 73.223.56.234 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Probation Standard s: The Council propos es to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures lis ted in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction . 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Faculty Member 

9 I 14 

SurveyMonkey 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, June 08, 2016 3:00:08 AM 
Wednesday, June 08, 2016 3:00:32 AM 
00:00:24 

IP Address: 173.65.199. 67 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non-compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Employer 

10 / 14 

Survey Monkey 



May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:04:46 AM 
Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:05:44 AM 
00:00:58 

IP Address: 63.235.142.180 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteri a 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standard s: The Council proposes to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to not e that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the tlmeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Student 

Accept as written 

Graduate 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, July 01, 201610:00:16 AM 
Friday, July 01, 201610:01:12 AM 
00:00:55 

IP Address: 12.18.245.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteri a 

What is your name {First , Last)? 

You ar e a: 

Page 2: Provid ing Feedback on Proposed Crite ria 

Prob ation Standard s: The Council proposes t o clarify its 
curr ent Council action procedur es to not e that th e Council 
may tak e an appropri ate non -compliant action at any tim e. 
This will includ e th e "Probation " action . Prob ation may be 
ord ered when the institution has mat erially demonstrat ed 
that it is unabl e to operate within th e stand ard s of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the tlmeframe by which an institution may remain on th e 
Probation status in line with its procedure s listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

TEST 

Public Evaluator 

Accept as written 

Stude nt, 

Survey Monkey 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? Please provide full name, contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 
F 
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May 2016 Memorand um to the Field Call for Comm ent SurveyMonkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, J uly 01, 201611:23:28 AM 
Friday, July 01, 201611:31:55 AM 
00:08:26 

IP Address: 12.18.245.220 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crite ria 

What is your name (First , Last) ? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Prob ation Standards: The Council proposes t o clarify its 
curr ent Coun cil action pro cedur es t o not e th at th e Counc il 
may take an appropri ate non-com pliant acti on at any t ime. 
This will includ e th e "Probation " acti on. Probation may be 
ord ered when th e institu t ion has mat erially demonstr at ed 
th at it is unable to ope rat e with in th e st andards of th e 
Accredit ati on Crit e ria. The Council a lso proposes to clarify 
th e tlm efram e by which an institution may remain on th e 
Prob ation statu s in line with it s proce dur es lis ted in Titl e II, 
Chapter 3, Introdu ctio n. 

Page 3: Syst ematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nominatio n? 

Other {please 
specify) 

ACICS School Group 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
It is recommended that you provide additional 
clarification in 2-3-241 related to providing written 
notice of probation status. The Council will be 
provide in writing and will: a. State fully the reasons 
why the Council issued the Probation Status; b. 
Identify the Criteria and/or other accreditation 
requirement with which the school may not be in 
compliance; c. Explain the reasons and cite the 
evidence indicating that the school may not be 
materially operating in accordance with 
accreditation requirements; and d. Advise the school 
of its obligations and the deadline for response. 

Graduate, 

Please provide full name, contact email and phone 
number, and short explanation. 
We previously provided several graduate and 
employer candidates to ACICS. 
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May 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, July 07, 20161:01:53 PM 
Thursday, July 07, 20161:02:57 PM 
00:01:04 

IP Address: 209.136.209.93 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Probation Standard s : The Council propos es to clarify its 
current Council action procedures to note that the Council 
may take an appropriate non -compliant action at any time. 
This will include the "Probation" action. Probation may be 
ordered when the institution has materially demonstrated 
that it is unable to operate within the standards of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The Council also proposes to clarify 
the timeframe by which an institution may remain on the 
Probation status in line with its procedures listed in Title II, 
Chapter 3, Introduction. 

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

For what role would you like to make a nomination? 

Oth er {please 
sp ecify) 

Accept as writ ten 

14 / 14 

SurveyMonkey 

Coordinat or 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, September 16, 2016 4:51:04 PM 
Friday, September 16, 2016 4:51:41 PM 
00:00:37 

IP Address: 173. 75.255.200 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

1 / 105 

Survey Monkey 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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SurveyMonkey 

·es 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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SurveyMonkey 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 

4 / 105 

SurveyMonkey 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, September 16, 2016 4:52:31 PM 
Friday, September 16, 2016 4:55:05 PM 
00:02:33 

IP Address: 41.223.139.114 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by th e Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
ac.tion that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

fac ulty member 

Accept as writ ten 

5 / 105 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedure s and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards relat ed to stud ent achievement and th e Campus 
Acco untability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of th e 
Accreditation Criter ia. The new Appendix includes th e 
current stud ent achievement rates and th e applicable 
monitoring statu ses and actions for campuses and 
progra ms th at are not meeti ng accep tabl e student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed langu age, the 
Council more clearly defines th e point at which a parti cular 
action will be t aken, including th e issuance of an adverse 
actio n, a probation ord er, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a ca mpus or progr am. 
The Council also proposes revising lang uage in 
cor respondi ng sections of the Criteria, such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at th e program ­
level. 

Requirem ent for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participat e in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit a long with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possibl e 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify th e 
language and definition s surrounding record maintenance 
and prote ction. The Council proposes updating the 
languag e on record prot ection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate record s maintenanc e and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council propos es more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records , the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

6 / 105 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.( 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three prepa rations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council propo ses 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
th e evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revis ions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

II 

Admissions , Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accep t as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

7 / 105 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus . This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Saturday, September 17, 2016 6:59:30 AM 
Saturday, September 17, 2016 7:04:04 AM 
00:04:33 

IP Address: 96.250.42 .101 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s . A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Oth er {please 
specify) 

Accept as writ ten 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the ins titutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedure s and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards rel ated to stud ent achievement and th e Campus 
Acco untability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes th e 
current stud ent achievement rates and th e applicable 
monitoring statu ses and actions for campuses and 
programs th at are not meeti ng accep tabl e student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed langu age, th e 
Council more clearly defines th e point at which a particular 
action will be t aken, including the issuance of an adverse 
actio n, a probation ord er, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a ca mpus or progr am. 
The Council a lso proposes revising lang uage in 
cor responding sections of the Criteria, such as student 
achievement rev iew and Council ac tions at th e program­
level. 

Requirem ent for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who parti cipat e in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit a long with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possibl e 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify th e 
language and definition s surrounding record maintenance 
and prote ction . The Council proposes updating the 
languag e on record prot ection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate record s maintenanc e and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council propos es more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records , the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

.,( 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requir ement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council propo ses 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
th e evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to th e 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow Institutions to receive more 
recent revis ions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

II 

Admissions , Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accep t as written 

Accept as writt en 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus . This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

12 / 105 

Survey Monkey 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, September 19, 2016 5:40:47 PM 
Monday, September 19, 2016 6:40:16 PM 
00:59:29 

IP Address: 216.24 .89 .22 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propo se d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by th e Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

-
ca mpus adm inistr at or 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan -Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
need s, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
th e requirement that faculty may not teac h more than 
thr ee prepa ration s in different fields at any given time for 
th e nondegree cre dential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council propos es 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 month s prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 month s prior to th e submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accr editation visit. 

t 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

I wish to comment on the Defined term from section 
3-2-102 as well as other simi lar yet inconsistent 
definitions and terms used causing me confus ion as I 
strive to be compliant and follow ACICS guidelines. 
Terms "Preparation" 3-2-102 & 3-2-102 and 3-3-301 
"Assignments" 3-2-104 and 3-3-302 "Teaching Load" 
3-2-101 and 3-3-303 Where the term Teaching Load is 
consistent in addressing th e same general topic, 
when we study the Preparation and Assignments 
sections, th ese seem to mean different things . that 
is Preparations Is a specific count of courses and 
subjects for the non degree programs, where as 
Assignments gives these same specifics for the 
Occupational degree programs. Furthermore , is this 
implying thr ee fields and 5 subjects in each thus a 
possible 15 subject preps in a term? Since in your 
example you use all business related classes. 
Maintaining qualified faculty is a struggle for small 
schools. Faculty want full time status as employees. 
If I am limited to 5 subjects, I face losing faculty. The 
definition of teaching load s being "Reasonable" can 
mean many things and perhaps it is better to limit 
the number of Fields, which I would agree with three, 
but reasonable latitude for an instructor restricted 
to one Field of study to have more than five subject 
Preps. 
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Admissions, Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: Ttle 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, inc.luding articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether It is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, September 21, 201610:48:31 PM 
Wednesday, September 21, 201610:48:49 PM 
00:00:18 

IP Address: 98.236.205.41 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedures . A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
ac.tion that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

fac ulty member 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link ) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Thursday, September 22, 2016 4:10:48 PM 
Thursday, September 22, 2016 4:11:39 PM 
00:00:50 

IP Address: 192.103.84.92 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show -case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

publi c evaluat or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, September 23, 2016 4:24:00 PM 
Friday, September 23, 2016 4:26:11 PM 
00:02:11 

IP Address: 71.94.20.85 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show -case directive" and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
ac.tion that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

campu s admini str at or 

Accep t as writ ten 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes th e 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
program s th at are not meeting acceptable st udent 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language , the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council a lso proposes revising language in 
corresponding sectio ns of the Criteria, such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review the se audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

I would suggest when campuses submit data that we 
submit not only by program but CIP code. As you 
know, many of our schools reviewed their programs 
for compliance with GE over the last 2 years and 
updated CIP codes , however, kept the same name of 
the program. Now those programs are implemented 
with the same name as something that is being 
taught out, the data will become muddied and not a 
true picture of either program. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Library, Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.( 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three prepa rations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council propo ses 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
th e evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow Institutions to receive more 
recent revis ions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

II 

Admissions , Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accep t as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus . This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Friday, October 14, 201611:22:12 AM 
Friday, October 14, 201611:29:15 AM 
00:07:03 

IP Address: 99.101.42.108 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action, removal of a "show-case directive" and 
replacement with a "probation order ", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propo se the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Other (please 
specify) 
Consultant , past Chairman of th e 
Council 

Accep t as writt en 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation element s and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements , namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards relat ed to stud ent achievement and th e Campus 
Accountability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of th e 
Accreditation Crite ria. The new Appendix includes th e 
curr ent stud ent ac hievement rates and th e applicable 
monitorin g statu ses and actions for ca mpu ses and 
programs th at are not meeti ng accep tabl e student 
achi evement indicators. In the proposed langu age, th e 
Council mor e clearly defines th e point at which a particular 
action will be t aken, including th e issuance of an adv erse 
actio n, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council a lso proposes revising language in 
cor responding sectio ns of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council action s at th e program­
level. 

Requirem ent for Title IV Compliance Audit : The Council 
propos es that all institutions who participat e in the Titl e IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possibl e 
action or furth er at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definition s surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council propose s updating the 
languag e on record prot ection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate record s maintenanc e and 
retention policy and comply with th at policy. In addition , 
the Council propos es more clearly defining s tudent 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records , the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed) , 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

While I agr ee with the changes , s chools should be 
notified in advance of potential adverse actions and 
have sufficient time to prepare for the changes. This 
is a retroactive action that is unfair to th e schools. 
This should go into effect for th e 2016/2017 CAR, not 
th e 2015/2016 CAR. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
The Council should clearly state that this is effective 
as of a date certain. School have not been required 
to maintain admissions and advisement records in 
the past, only the permanent academic record and 
financial aid records (for five years). 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.! 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow Institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

ti 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus . This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Oth er {please 
specify) 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by th e Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpus adm inistr at or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedures . A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show -case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpus admini str at or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Other {please 
sp ecify) 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criter ia 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely , the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

faculty memb er 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Counc.il proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propo se the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
ac.tion that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

campu s admini str at or 

Mod ify (explanat ion nee ded) , 

Explanat ion In person should be 
avai lable. 

53 I 105 

Survey Monkey 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the ins titutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedure s and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards rel ated to stud ent achievement and th e Campus 
Acco untability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes th e 
current stud ent achievement rates and th e applicable 
monitoring statu ses and actions for campuses and 
programs th at are not meeti ng accep tabl e student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed langu age, th e 
Council more clearly defines th e point at which a particular 
action will be t aken, including the issuance of an adverse 
actio n, a probation ord er, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a ca mpus or progr am. 
The Council a lso proposes revising lang uage in 
cor responding sections of the Criteria, such as student 
achievement rev iew and Council ac tions at th e program ­
level. 

Requirem ent for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who parti cipat e in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit a long with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possibl e 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify th e 
language and definition s surrounding record maintenance 
and prote ction. The Council proposes updating the 
languag e on record prot ection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate record s maintenanc e and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council propos es more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records , the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Library , Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However , the Council continues to reco gnize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to ac ce ss informat ion. 

-.! 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council propose s clarifying 
th e requir ement that faculty may not teac h more th an 
thr ee pr epa ration s in different fields at any given time for 
th e nondegre e cre dential level. 

Workshop Att endance Timefra me: The Council propo ses 
revising th e requirement that the accre ditation workshop 
must be comp let ed 18 months prior to th e sub miss ion of 
th e eva luation vis it materia ls (i.e. two week s prior t o th e 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to t he submiss ion of th e 
se lf-study . This will allow institution s to rece ive mor e 
recent revisions and upd at es for th eir renew al of 
accreditation visit. 

Admiss ions, Transf er Credit , and Catalog Disclosur es: The 
Council propos es to revise a numb er of items re lat ed to 
the admissions, tran sfer of credits, and disc losure 
requir ement s in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcript s of int ernational stud ent s are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requir ements for the purpos es 
of admissions or tran sfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only acce pt tran s fer credits from accr edited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by th eir respective governments. 
Furth ermor e, transfer of credit polici es and a ll contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualifi ed faculty member and that a 
writt en agr ee ment shall be developed that outlin es th e 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

Based upon being a residential or fully online 
program. 

Reject (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
This is totally dependent upon the programs. Many 
different fields at the nondegree credentia l level 
may have common classes. This is a decision that 
shou ld be left with the ca mpus . 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Articulation agreements and other such contracts 
and agreements may occur within a few months of 
the latest catalog being published thus do we wait 
and publish in the next catalog. Or are you expecting 
the school to update the catalog every day? 

Explanation 
There are other beneficial ways to supervise an 
externship other than simply qualified faculty 
members. It depends on the externship purpose and 
all involved. 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 

Modify (explanation needed) 

Modify (explanation needed) 
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You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpus adm inistr at or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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.., 

Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its curr ent Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are includ ed within this item, 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and th e 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surpl us of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the languag e is 
accepted, then all sect ions of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Accept as written 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes th e 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeti ng acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language , the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council a lso proposes revising langu age in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.! 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow Institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

ti 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Acce pt as writt en 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propose d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Oth er {please 
specify) 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan -Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing Is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Other {please 
specify) 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show ­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpus adm inistr at or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Counci l action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and th e 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the languag e is 
accepted, then all sect ions of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

campus administrator 

Accept as written 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to stud ent achievement and th e Campus 
Acco untability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of th e 
Accreditation Criter ia. The new Appendix includes th e 
current stud ent achievement rates and th e applicable 
monitoring statu ses and actions for campuses and 
programs th at are not meeti ng acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed languag e, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be t aken, including th e issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation ord er, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a ca mpus or progr am. 
The Council a lso proposes revising langu age in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at th e program ­
level. 

Requirem ent for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participat e in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possibl e 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify th e 
language and definition s surrounding record maintenance 
and prote ction. The Council proposes updating the 
languag e on record prot ection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate record s maintenanc e and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council propos es more clearly defining s tudent 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records , the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.( 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three prepa rations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 month s prior to the submiss ion of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

Admiss ions, Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disc losure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

Three is too many. Two is my recommendation 
unless the instructor has taught more than three 
years. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriat e. All lea rning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propose s 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive" and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Other {please 
specify) 

Accept as written 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan ( C EP). The changes include the addition of" Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-Level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standard s related to student achievem ent and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of th e 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
curr ent stud ent achievement rate s and the applicable 
monitoring statu ses and action s for campus es and 
progr ams that are not meeting acceptable stud ent 
achievement indicators . In the proposed language , th e 
Council more clearly defines th e point a t which a particular 
action will be tak en, including th e iss uanc e of an adver se 
action, a probation order, a complianc e warning , or 
reporting and restri ctions against a campus or progr am. 
The Council a lso propo ses revising Language In 
corresponding se ction s of the Criteria , su ch as stud ent 
achievement review and Council actions at the program ­
level. 

Accept as written 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
I understand that the propo sed language suggests 
that these are guidelines for Council actions . 
However , the world can be more complicated than 
th ese see mingly-rigid guid elines imply . I certainly 
cannot anticipat e all the sc enarios in which th e rigid 
language of the propo sal would produc e an 
application inconsistent with the intent of the 
propo sal. But I think that th e Council should 
consider explicitly identifying that it will tak e int o 
consideration the impact of small cohorts and 
related -program resul t s. Let me offer two exampl es , 
both of which occur in part due to small numb ers 
and th e ability to sea mless ly switch betw ee n 
program s. #1: In most program areas , we offer a 
diploma option that Is a subs et of the as sociate 
degree program (all diploma cour ses tran sfer into 
the degree), and stud ents hav e tittl e pres sure to 
choose one until the end of the diploma portion. 
However , they are not "stackable " in the sense that 
one does not automatically receiv e a diploma after 
taking all diploma courses. For example , all 
accounting students - diploma and degree - all start 
their programs together and take all courses in the 
first 8 months together as a cohort. For each 
student, there can be one of four outcomes:• The 
student withdraws in less than 8 months. • At the 
end of 8 months, some students decide to stop, 
receive a diploma, and enter the placement pool 
(because they are eager to work, do not want more 
debt, and/or are weaker students who may not last 
another 8 months). • At that a -month point, other 
students decide to continue for 8 months, at the end 
of which 16-month program they will receive a 
degree-but not a diploma-and enter the placement 
pool.• The small number of students who make it 
through more than 8 months but less than 16 months 
are awarded a diploma at the point they withdraw 
(as they have met all of the diploma program 
requirements) and they enter the placement pool. 
Most of our students in many states initially enroll in 
the degree program so they may be eligible for state 
grants . However, the ability to switch so easily 
hPtWPPn thP rlPl1rPP ::inrl rlinlnm::i nntinnc; r::in rrP::itP 
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different distortions in one or more of the programs 
in any given year. Here is a typical example: We 
could start a group of13-14 in the accounting degree 
program and none in the diploma program starting 
at the same time. After 8 or more months, 1-2 
weaker ones could graduate with a diploma and O-of-
1 or 1-of-2 may find employment in the field. After 16 
months, 10 stronger ones could graduate with a 
degree and all 10 may find employment in the field. 
The overall placement rate is over 90%, but the 
diploma program shows a 0% or 50% placement rate 
and the degree program shows a 100% placement 
rate. A variation of this example is if only one 
accounting student elects to start in the diploma 
program and no one else switches into it. lfthat 
student withdraws, we show 0% retention and 
graduation rates. #2: Most prospective students 
interested in working in legal environments believe 
they want to work as paralegals. Our long experience 
suggests that many do not have the academic ability 
and/or preparation to become employable 
paralegals, but they do have the ability to become 
very functional legal administrative assistants. 
Thus , before we accept students interested in the 16-
month paralegal degree program, we administer a 
placement test. If prospective students do not 
perform well enough on that placement test, we 
accept them into their second choice, which is 
essentially always the 16-month legal administrative 
degree program. The 10-month legal secretarial 
diploma program usually doesn't attract too many 
students at the start. We tell these students that the 
first six months of all three programs are identical 
and they all will take those courses as a single 
cohort; if, through six months, legal administrative 
students demonstrate strong academic performance 
and/or paralegal students demonstrate weak 
academic performance, we allow or encourage 
students to switch between the two programs. What 
can result sometimes is a perfect storm for attrition 
in the legal administrative degree program. First, 
the weaker students originally were in that program, 
so there may already have been some attrition. 
Second, the portion of the legal administrative 
students who hoped to move into Paralegal but were 
unsuccessful may be disappointed, which can lead 
to attrition. Third, any students who performed so 
poorly that they were moved from paralegal to legal 
administrative in our hopes to get them through a 
program often can be embarrassed or disappointed; 
that also can lead to attrition. As a result, overall 
retention/graduation rates for the three related 
programs in this area often can be quite acceptable, 
but the paralegal degree retention/graduation rate 
can appear high and the legal administrative degree 
retention/graduation rate can appear low. 
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Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who partic.ipate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenanc e 
and protection. The Council propose s updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
det ermine an appropriate records maint enanc e and 
ret ention policy and comply with th at policy. In addition, 
th e Council propo ses more clearly defining s tud ent 
records, specifically relativ e to admiss ions and adviseme nt 
records, th e permanent academic recor d, and financial aid 
records. 

Library, Instru ction al Res ources, and Tec hnology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipm ent th at require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include resea rch 
needs, as appropriate. In addition , th e languag e 
acknowledges that th ere are increasi ngly addition al on line 
library services that provide furth er access to stud ent s. 
However, the Council con tinues to recognize the 
import ance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not tea ch more than 
three pr eparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nond egre e credential level. 

Workshop Attend ance Timefram e: The Council propo ses 
revising th e requir ement that th e accreditati on workshop 
must be compl eted 18 month s prior to th e submi ss ion of 
th e eva luation vis it materials (i.e. two wee ks prior to th e 
visit) rath er than 18 month s prior to th e submiss ion of th e 
se lf-st udy. This will a llow institution s to rece ive mor e 
rece nt revis ions a nd upd ates for th eir renewal of 
accredit ation visit . 

II 

Admiss ions, Transf er Credit , and Catalo g Disclosures: The 
Council pro poses to revise a number of item s related to 
the admission s , transfer of credits , and disclosur e 
requirements in thi s area. Institutions must ensure th a t 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for th e purpo ses 
of admi ssions or tran s fer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only acc ept tran s fer credits from accr edit ed 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments . 
Furth ermor e, transf er of credit polici es and all contra cts 
and agree ment s, including articulation agree ments must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monk ey 

The world can be more complicated than this rigid 
number of three implies. I fear that the rigid number 
and the implied definition of "different fields" may 
allow an over-zealous member of a visiting team to 
over-apply a non-flexible requirement. I certainly 
cannot anticipate all the scenarios in which the rigid 
language of the proposal would produce an 
application inconsistent with the intent of the 
proposal. For example, a faculty member may teach 
two courses to a cohort of students, one of which is 
primarily lecture and the other of which is basically 
a Lab applying that information. If a faculty member 
feels the lab requires even 5 minutes of preparation, 
does that count? As another example, many courses 
may be a mixture of lecture and laboratory, as 
defined in the Glossary. Together , their two 
preparations may amount to far less than one of the 
kinds of preparations seemingly implied by the 
proposal. Does that have to coun t as two 
preparations? Maybe NACIQI has directly stated that 
the standard must be three preps; however, I doubt 
that regionals would accept that rigidity. I think that 
it would be more appropriate to use language like 
"reasonable" rather than "three" for the number of 
preparations. 

Accept as written 
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Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Mission Statement: The Council propo ses clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substa ntially to caree r-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council propo ses including a 
definitive requir ement for th e distanc e from which a 
learning site may be geographically sepa rated from its 
managin g campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site th at is currently or proposed to be 
furth er than five miles from its overs ight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropri at e. All Learn ing 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

86 / 105 

Survey Monkey 



September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, October 31, 201611:32:16 AM 
Monday, October 31, 201611:45:55 AM 
00:13:38 

IP Address: 46.5.0.95 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplus of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
ac.tion that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpu s admini str at or 

Acce pt as writt en 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes th e 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeti ng acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language , the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action, a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council a lso proposes revising langu age in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition , 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record , and financial aid 
records. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Library, Instructional Resources , and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

-.( 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three prepa rations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council propo ses 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
th e evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow Institutions to receive more 
recent revis ions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

II 

Admissions , Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements , including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accep t as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Mission Statement: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
Learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit . 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamline its current Council action procedures. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order", and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by the Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

ca mpu s admini str at or 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements , namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedure s and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards relat ed to stud ent achievement and th e Campu s 
Accountability Repo rt (CAR) in "Appendix L" of th e 
Accreditation Criter ia . The new Appendix includes th e 
curr ent stud ent ac hievement rates and th e applicable 
monitoring st atu ses and actions for campuses and 
programs th at are not meeti ng acce pt able student 
achi evement indicators. In the pro pose d langu age, the 
Council more clea rly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be t aken , including th e issuance of an adverse 
actio n, a probation ord er, a co mpliance warn ing, or 
reporting and restri ct ions agai nst a ca mpus or progr am. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
cor responding sectio ns of the Criteria, su ch as student 
ac hievement review and Council actions at th e program­
level. 

t 

Reject (explanation needed), 

Explanation 

Survey Monkey 

I. INTRODUCTION On September 16, 2016, ACICS 
issued a Memorandum to the Field proposing to 
make certain changes to its Accreditation Criteria. 
Among the changes proposed are the following: • 
Elimination of the directive to show cause and 
replacement with probation. • Permitting ACICS to 
take "immediate adverse action" (withdrawal by 
suspe nsion or termination of a program) without a 
hearing prior to th e action.• Application of the new 
provisions retroactive to the 2013 reporting year. 
Serious problems exist with these proposed 
prov isions as explained ln detail below. II. ANALYSIS 
A. As Proposed, ACICS Would Be Able to Take 
Adverse Action Against an Institution Without 
Required Due Process The proposed new language 
appears to permit ACICS to take immediate adverse 
action against an institution without the benefit of 
notice to the institution and an opportunity for the 
institution to respond before taking such action 
against an institution in violation of federal 
recognition regulations. As an accrediting agency 
recognized by ED to be a "re liable authority as to 
the quality of education or training offered for the 
purposes of [Title IV]," ACICS is subject to federal 
law that compels it to establish and apply review 
procedures that "comply with due process." 20 
U.S.C. § 1099b(a)(6). ED has detailed direct ly in 34 
C.F.R. § 602.25 what those procedures require to 
comport with due process but other regulations also 
address due process requirements. See, e.g., 34 
C.F.R. §§ 602.18, 602.20, & 602.23. These regulations 
require that accrediting agencies ensure consistency 
in decision-making, progressive compliance 
procedures, and publication of the standards and 
procedures it uses to determine whether to take any 
adverse action regarding accreditation. Id. ACICS's 
Bylaws and Criteria reflect these federal 
requirements and specifically require the Council to 
"provide mechanisms for appeals and dispute 
resolution to ens ure due process in resolution of 
conflicts between members and the Council." ACICS 
Bylaws, Article Ill, Section 2(d). The Bylaws, 
mnrPm1Pr rPn11irP th;it ::ill C.ritPri::i th;it r.n11nr::il 
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promulgates "ensure that institutions are provided a 
fair and reasonable opportunity to present reasons 
why denial, suspension, withdrawal, or other final 
actions taken by the Council are inappropriate and 
should be remanded for further consideration." 
Article VII, Section 2. These Bylaws, undoubtedly, 
stem from federal recognition regulations, which 
dictate the process accrediting agencies must 
provide to its member institutions prior to taking 
adverse action against them. An "adverse action" 
includes, but is not limited to the denial, withdrawal, 
suspension, revocation, or termination of 
accrediting action "or any comparable accrediting 
action an agency may take against an institution or 
program." 34 C.F.R. § 602.3. Federal recognition 
regulations require that before ACICS takes any 
adverse action against an institution it must 1) notify 
the institution of any deficiencies it has identified; 
and 2) give the institution an opportunity to respond 
in writing to the alleged deficiencies within a 
designated timeframe. The relevant regulation 
reads: The agency must demonstrate that the 
procedures it uses throughout the accrediting 
process satisfy due process. The agency meets this 
requirement if the agency does the following: *** (d) 
Provides sufficient opportunity for a written 
response by an institution or program regarding any 
deficiencies identified by the agency, to be 
considered by the agency within a timeframe 
determined by the agency, and before any adverse 
action is taken. (e) Notifies the institution or 
program in writing of any adverse accrediting action 
or an action to place the institution or program on 
probation or show cause. The notice describes the 
basis for the action. (f) Provides an opportunity, 
upon written request of an institution or program, 
for the institution or program to appeal any adverse 
action prior to the action becoming final. 34 C.F.R. § 
602.25(d)-(f) (emphasis added). However, ACICS 
appears to be proposing in Appendix L to permit it 
to take adverse action against an institution that 
does not meet certain student achievement rates 
before giving institutions the notice and opportunity 
to respond required by 34 C.F.R. § 602.25. 
Specifically, Appendix L states that current CAR 
submissions of institutions that show student 
achievement rates below 50% will be subject to 
probation or an "adverse action." The following 
year, the proposed Appendix L would make all 
institutions with achievement rates below 50% 
subject to adverse action without the probation 
option. While the Appendix refers to the right for 
institutions to appeal adverse decisions to a Review 
Board, nothing in the proposed language states that 
these institutions would be provided with prior 
notice and a hearing under Criteria§ 2-3-500. Plainly 
stated, if ACICS suggests that it may deny, withdraw, 
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suspend, revoke, or terminate an institution's 
accreditation or take comparable action because of 
student achievement rates not meeting a certain 
threshold, it will be in direct violation of 34 C.F.R. § 
602.25(d). While 34 C.F.R. § 602.20(a)(1) permits an 
institution to "immediately initiate" an adverse 
action against an institution, the provision does not 
give ACICS license to immediately take adverse 
action against an institution. This distinction is 
critical. Section 602.25(d) unequivocally requires 
agencies to provide institutions with a right to 
respond to allegations about deficiencies before an 
adverse action is "taken;" but section 602.20(a)(1) 
permits an agency only to immediately "initiate" an 
adverse action, which would necessarily include 
providing an institution with both prior notice and 
an opportunity to respond before such action is 
actually "taken." For these reasons, CSI respectfully 
recommends that ACICS change its proposed 
Appendix L only to permit the initiation of adverse 
action against an institution not meeting certain 
student achievement rates, but not to take such 
action until ACICS provides the institution with an 
opportunity to respond and be afforded a hearing 
pursuant to Criteria§ 2-3-500. B. The Proposed 
Criteria Changes Would Permit ACICS to Impose 
Penalties to Institutions Retroactively and in 
Contradiction of Due Process and Contractual Rights 
of Institutions The new Student Achievement 
standards In proposed Appendix L would become 
effective for the 2013 reporting year. September 16, 
2016 at 1?. Data submitted for the 2013 reporting 
year was submitted by institutions in 2014 -- 2 years 
ago. Accordingly, ACICS proposes to subject 
institutions to standards for past years ' 
performance when they had no way of predicting 
these substantial changes. This reach-back 
application is fundamentally unfair because it 
imposes a condition upon institutions of which it had 
no notice and, thus, is impermissibly retroactive. 
Courts have considered when a provision is 
retroactive in effect. For example, the U.S. Supreme 
Court has stated that in cases where a provision 
"impair rights a party possessed when he acted, 
increase a party's liability for past conduct, or 
impose new duties with respect to transactions 
already completed," the provision is impermissibly 
retroactive. See Landgraf v. USI Film Prods., 511 U.S. 
244, 280 (1994). In this case, it is clear that 
institutions could be subjected to adverse action 
impairing their right to accreditation for rates that 
were calculated for years in the past. Under these 
circumstances, ACICS should make any changes to 
the student achievement thresholds not effective 
until the 2016-1? reporting year. Ill. CONCLUSION 
For all of the reasons stated above, CSI respectfully 
encourages ACICS to change Appendix L to make it 
rlP:eir th;it ino:tit11tinn,; will h::ivP thP ri11ht tn ~ 
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Requirement for Titl e IV Complian ce Audit: The Council 
propo ses that all instituti ons who parti cipat e in th e Titl e IV 
progr am must submit its compli ance audit a long with its 
submiss ion of th e Annual Financia l Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review th ese audit s and incorpor at e thi s inform ation , 
as appropri at e, into its curr ent pr oce dur es for poss ible 
action or furth er at -risk review. 

Basic Records : The Council propos es to clarify th e 
language and definition s surroundin g record maintenanc e 
and prote ction. The Council propose s updat ing the 
langua ge on record prot ection and requirin g ins titutions to 
det ermine an appropriat e record s maint enance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy . In addition , 
the Council proposes more clearly definin g s tudent 
rec ords, specific a lly rela tive to admission s and advisement 
rec ords , th e perm anent academic record, and financial a id 
record s . 

Survey Monkey 

Section 2-3-500 hearing before any adverse action is 
taken against those not meeting student 
achievement thresholds and that the changes will 
not be effective until the 2016-17 reporting year. 
Footnotes: 1 In turn, this regulation stems from 
statute that requires agencies to have review 
procedures that "comply with due process" 
including providi ng institutio ns: (B) for sufficient 
opportunity for a written response, by an institution 
or program, regarding any deficiencies identified by 
the agency or association to be considered by the 
agency or association-- (i) within a timeframe 
determined by the agency or association; and (ii) 
prior to final action in the evaluation and withdrawal 
proceedings; 20 U.S.C. § 1099b(a)(6)(B). 2 It is not 
clear whether the student achievement rates 
referenced in Appendix L refer to aggregate 
achievement rates or something else. 3 Ther e is 
some confusion about when these changes to 
Appendix L would become effective. While the 
memorandum refers to the 2013 reporting year on 
page 17, on page 14 the memorandum states that it 
would be applied to the data submitted in the 2016 
CAR. Either way, ACICS would be applying new 
thresholds and consequences retroactively , i.e., for 
past performance. 
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of 
accreditation visit. 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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Mission Statement: The Counc.il proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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Council Action/Prob ation Standard: The Council proposes 
to streamlin e its current Council action procedur es. A 
numb er of proposed changed are included within this item, 
namely , the removal of "admonition " as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case dir ective" and 
repla cement with a "pro bation order", and th e 
determination that all hea rings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by th e Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of pos sible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process, it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompllant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all se ctions of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show -cause directive " will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

campus administra tor 
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Campus Effectiveness Plan -Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate In the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegree credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

.., 

Mission Statement: The Counc.il proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any Learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All Learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link 2 (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, November 28, 201611:03:26 PM 
Monday, November 28, 201611:04:30 PM 
00:01:03 

IP Address: 96.94.18.187 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First , Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedba ck on Propo se d Criteria 

Council Action/Probation Standard: The Council propo ses 
to streamline its current Council action procedure s. A 
number of proposed changed are included within this item , 
namely, the removal of "admonition" as a formal Council 
action , removal of a "show-case directive " and 
replacement with a "probation order " , and the 
determination that all hearings before the Council will be 
in writing unless an in-person hearing is specifically 
authorized by th e Council during the meeting at which it 
issues a probation order. The Council determined that 
there is a surplu s of possible Council actions and in order 
to streamline the process , it has decided to propose the 
combination of the severe noncompliant action of show­
cause and the supplemental action of probation into one 
action that requires notification to the U.S. Department of 
Education, the students, and the public. If the language is 
accepted, then all sections of the Accreditation Criteria 
that describe a "show-cause directive" will be revised with 
a "probation order." 

Other {please 
specify) 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has 
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness 
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of "Appendix 
K," which will detail the guidelines and requirements for 
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring 
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two 
more important new measurements, namely, the program­
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional 
cohort default rate. 

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the 
standards related to student achievement and the Campus 
Accountability Report (CAR) in "Appendix L" of the 
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the 
current student achievement rates and the applicable 
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and 
programs that are not meeting acceptable student 
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the 
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular 
action will be taken , including the issuance of an adverse 
action , a probation order, a compliance warning , or 
reporting and restrictions against a campu s or program. 
The Council also proposes revising language in 
corresponding sections of the Criteria , such as student 
achievement review and Council actions at the program­
level. 

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council 
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV 
program must submit its compliance audit along with its 
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS 
will review these audits and incorporate this information, 
as appropriate , into its current procedures for possible 
action or further at-risk review. 

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the 
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance 
and protection. The Council proposes updating the 
language on record protection and requiring institutions to 
determine an appropriate records maintenance and 
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition, 
the Council proposes more clearly defining student 
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement 
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid 
records. 

·es 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The 
Council proposes changes to library and instructional 
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the 
resources lead to academic success and include research 
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language 
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional on line 
library services that provide further access to students. 
However, the Council continues to recognize the 
importance of on ground students having a physical space 
to access information. 

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying 
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than 
three preparations in different fields at any given time for 
the nondegre e credential level. 

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes 
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop 
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of 
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the 
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the 
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more 
recent revisions and update s for their renewal of 
accreditation visit . 

Admissions , Transfer Credit , and Catalog Disclosures: The 
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to 
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure 
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that 
foreign transcripts of international students are validated 
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes 
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions 
may only accept transfer credits from accredited 
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of 
Education or by their respective governments. 
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts 
and agreements, including articulation agreements must 
be disclosed in the institutional catalog. 

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the 
requirement that the externship course must be 
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a 
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the 
arrangement between the institution and the externship 
site. 
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

.., 

Mission Statement: The Counc.il proposes clarifying the 
requirement that institutions must include a mission 
statement as well as a specific set of objectives that are 
devoted substantially to career-related education. 

Learning Site Definition: The Council proposes including a 
definitive requirement for the distance from which a 
learning site may be geographically separated from its 
managing campus. This distance is a radius of five miles. 
For any learning site that is currently or proposed to be 
further than five miles from its oversight campus, the 
Council will review the arrangement and determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate. All learning 
sites are subject to an on-site evaluation visit. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent Survey Monkey 

COMPLETE 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday , May 10, 2017 2:03:18 PM 
Wednesday, May 10, 2017 2:36:08 PM 
00:32:49 

IP Address: 98.168.242.88 

Page 1: Providing Feedba ck on Proposed Crit eria 

What is your name {First , Last)? 

You ar e a: 

Page .2: Providi ng Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

A. Intent to Bar/ Debarm ent Appeal: The Council proposes 
to clarify th e language surrounding th e debarment appea l 
pro cess. The revise d language clarifi es th e pro cedur e th at 
individu als or entitie s may only appeal th e int ent to bar. 
The Criteria on debarm ent could be inte rpr et ed th at an 
Individual or entity may elect to app ea l the debarment 
action. The revise d langua ge intend s to remov e thi s 
poss ible inte rpr eta tion . 

B. Review Board Members and Expense s of an Appea l: The 
Council proposes to clarify language rega rdin g th e Review 
Board of Appeals memb ers . The propos ed languag e 
indicat es that a pan e l of three persons will be select ed 
from a pool of 15 member s of the Review Board of Appeals. 
The order of the types of memb ers has also be en 
reorganized for cons ist ency. In addition , th e proposed 
language requires a remittance of a st andard hearing fee . 

C. Institutional Grant Length : The Council propos es to 
reinstitut e th e de te rmination of grant length at the 
institutional level rather than at th e campus level. The 
proposal would require each branch campu s to hav e th e 
sa me grant length as its main campus. 

Other {please 
specify) 
Active ACICS member for 26 years and Schools 
Resource Consultant 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
Debarment Is the most severe negative action which 
could be administered. I personally was part of a 
debarment action and am aware of its ramifications. 
I support any clarification to better amplify the 
actions being administered. 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
Fees for any school should be clarified within a 
range. Budgeting for the fees allows schools to plan 
for possible expenses. 

Accept as written, 

Explanation 
I believe this was the original intent when schools 
were held to the deferral of one school/campus 
includes all associated campus members. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

D. Unannounced Visit Fees: The Council proposes that the 
Criteria related to charges for unannounced visits be 
consistent with fees assessed for scheduled visits. 
Therefore, the proposed change is that unannounced visits 
also be assessed a fee. Failure to pay the fee would be 
subject to adverse action. 

E. Council Hearing Procedures: At its December 2016 
meeting, the Council moved to require all show-cause 
hearings to be in writing unless an in-person hearing is 
desired by the Council. The proposed changes in the 
Criteria reflect this decision with the change of "in-writing 
hearing" to "institutional review." For institutional 
reviews, the submission of materials and fee would replace 
a notification of acceptance as confirmation of the 
understanding of its show-cause status, and institutions 
are able to submit evidence already considered. The 
proposed changes also include procedures for when the 
Council requires a hearing in person. 

F. Revision of Change of Ownership/Control Action: The 
Council proposes a revision to the title of the Criteria 
regarding denial of renewal of accreditation to reflect the 
contents of the criterion. The title clarifies the denial of 
renewal of accreditation after change of ownership or 
control. 

G. Institutional Show-Cause & Withdrawal of Approval: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding show-cause 
concerning a branch campus. The revised language 
indicates that a show-cause action may result in the 
withdrawal of approval of a branch campus rather than the 
withdrawal of accreditation. 

H. Revocation for Failure to Respond to Show-Cause 
Directive: The Council proposes language in the Criteria 
which will outline possible consequential actions taken 
when an institution does not respond to a show-cause 
directive. The language also allows for withdrawal actions 
to also be taken at the campus level. 

Survey Monkey 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
Fees are dependent on travel, lodging, honorariums 
and food. Fees should exceed a reasonable level. 

Modify (explanation needed), 

Explanation 
How does this satisfy due proces s if a campus 
request a hearing? 

Accept as written 

Accept as writt en 

Accept as written 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

I. Student Achievement Procedures: The Council proposes 
changes in the Criteria to reflect recent changes in 
standards and guidelines regarding student achievement. 
The proposed language will be consistent with other 
Council actions and provide clarity on its expectations with 
each action. In addition, two sections of the Criteria have 
been revised for efficiency and a revision was made to 
procedural guarantees for withdrawals by suspension. 

J. Distance Education Approval: The Council seeks to 
clarify the language regarding distance education or other 
new instructional delivery methods. 

K. Denial Actions Not Affecting Overall Accreditation: The 
Council propose s that institutions may respond to denial 
actions , including those based on substantive changes. 

L. Substantive and Non-Substantive Changes: The Council 
propo ses to add a 25 percent decrease change to a 
program's clock or credit hour s to the list of substantive 
changes. The revised wording would include a 25 percent 
or greater change (to include increase and decrease). In 
addition, the Council proposes that campuses must notify 
ACICS of non-substantive changes prior to implementation 
and notify ACICS when a change has not been implemented 
within a year. 

M. Renewal of Accreditation Application Submission: The 
Council proposes to allow campuses to submit all renewal 
applications and fees two to three months before the start 
of the campus 's assigned review cycle rather than 
September 30th prior to the renewal year. Information 
submitted closer to the visit would give ACICS a more 
accurate picture of the campus. In addition, Council 
proposes that once self-study materials are submitted, 
substantive changes would not be allowed before the visit. 

N. Advertising - Third Party Services: The Council 
proposes to eliminate one element of Appendix C 
regarding disclosure of third party services. 

Survey Monkey 

Explanation 
Student achievement varies demographically across 
the United States. We have always got ourselves 
into achievement reporting issues when 
comparisons are made for schools and communities 
with different student body demographics. Student 
achievement should be measured on agreed upon 
competencies by career milestones throughout the 
educational experience. All syllabi should represent 
these competencies. Outcome based education 
reveals program and school success with retention, 
pass -fail and student attendance. 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 

Accept as written 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comm ent 

0. Integrity: The Council proposes to revise the language 
for the criterion regarding integrity of an institution to 
include capability of management. 

P. Class ification of "Centr ally Controll ed Institution s" and 
"Distribut ed Enterpri se": The Council propo ses t o provid e 
cons istency within th e Crite ria regarding "Centrally 
Contr olled Instituti ons " and "Distribut ed Enterprises." The 
revisio n of a ll instances of th ese ter ms will provide a 
cons is tency in te rminology re lat ed to class ificat ions of 
institution s. 

Survey Monkey 

Explanati on 
I don't disagree with t he concept of th is intentio n. 
Remember that with large multi-campus 
organizations (publicly traded) will have an 
existence of management at the corporate level and 
campus. Sometimes the capability at the campus 
level may be sufficient but the corporate level has a 
negative influence on their functional ability to 
comply. I am aware of many great schools operating 
in t he shadow of potential management at a 
corporate level which has negative compliance 
potential. Does this criteria take into account all 
lines of authority and management? 

Explanation 
For classification purposes I agree, don't forget the 
influence the corporate executives authority they 
have outside of the institutional classification. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Wednesday, May 10, 201711:53:52 PM 
Wednesday, May 10, 201711:54:22 PM 
00:00:29 

IP Address: 68.205.10.62 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

A. Intent to Bar/Debarment Appeal: The Council propos es 
to clarify the language surrounding the debarment appeal 
process. The revised language clarifies the procedure that 
individual s or entities may only appeal the intent to bar. 
The Criteria on debarment could be Interpreted that an 
individual or entity may elect to appeal the debarment 
action. The revised language intends to remove this 
possible interpretation. 

B. Review Board Members and Expenses of an Appeal: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding the Review 
Board of Appeals members. The proposed language 
indicates that a panel of three persons will be selected 
from a pool of15 members of the Review Board of Appeals. 
The order of the types of members has also been 
reorganized for consistency. In addition, the proposed 
language requires a remittance of a standard hearing fee. 

C. Institutional Grant Length: The Council proposes to 
reinstitute the determination of grant length at the 
institutional level rather than at the campus level. The 
proposal would require each branch campus to have the 
same grant length as its main campus. 

stud ent 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

D. Unannounced Visit Fees: The Council proposes that the 
Criteria related to charges for unannounced visits be 
consistent with fees assessed for scheduled visits. 
Therefore, the proposed change is that unannounced visits 
also be assessed a fee. Failure to pay the fee would be 
subject to adverse action. 

E. Council Hearing Procedures: At its December 2016 
meeting, the Council moved to require all show-cause 
hearings to be in writing unless an in-person hearing is 
desired by the Council. The proposed changes in the 
Criteria reflect this decision with the change of "in-writing 
hearing" to "institutional review." For institutional 
reviews, the submission of materials and fee would replace 
a notification of acceptance as confirmation of the 
understanding of its show-cause status, and institutions 
are able to submit evidence already considered. The 
propo se d changes also include procedures for when the 
Council requires a hearing in person. 

F. Revision of Change of Ownership/Control Action : The 
Council proposes a revision to the title of the Criteria 
regarding denial of renewal of accreditation to reflect the 
contents of the criterion. The title clarifies the denial of 
renewal of accreditation after change of ownership or 
control. 

G. Institutional Show-Cause & Withdrawal of Approval: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding show-cause 
concerning a branch campus. The revised language 
indicates that a show-cause action may result in the 
withdrawal of approval of a branch campus rather than the 
withdrawal of accreditation. 

H. Revocation for Failure to Respond to Show-Cause 
Directive: The Council proposes language in the Criteria 
which will outline possible consequential actions taken 
when an institution does not respond to a show-cause 
directive. The language also allows for withdrawal actions 
to also be taken at the campus level. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

I. Student Achievement Procedures: The Council proposes 
changes in the Criteria to reflect recent changes in 
standards and guidelines regarding student achievement. 
The proposed language will be consistent with other 
Council actions and provide clarity on its expectations with 
each action. In addition, two sections of the Criteria have 
been revised for efficiency and a revision was made to 
procedural guarantees for withdrawals by suspension. 

J. Distance Education Approval: The Council seeks to 
clarify the language regarding distance education or other 
new instructional delivery methods. 

K. Denial Actions Not Affecting Overall Accreditation: The 
Council proposes that institutions may respond to denial 
actions, including those based on substantive changes. 

L. Substantive and Non-Substantive Changes: The Council 
proposes to add a 25 percent decrease change to a 
program's clock or credit hours to the list of substantive 
changes. The revised wording would include a 25 percent 
or greater change (to include increase and decrease). In 
addition, the Council proposes that campuses must notify 
ACICS of non-substantive changes prior to Implementation 
and notify ACICS when a change has not been implemented 
within a year. 

M. Renewal of Accreditation Application Submission: The 
Council proposes to allow campuses to submit all renewal 
applications and fees two to three months before the start 
of the campus's assigned review cycle rather than 
September 30th prior to the renewal year. Information 
submitted closer to the visit would give ACICS a more 
accurate picture of the campus. In addition , Council 
proposes that once self-study materials are submitted, 
substantive changes would not be allowed before the visit. 

N. Advertising - Third Party Services: The Council 
proposes to eliminate one element of Appendix C 
regarding disclosure of third party services. 

0. Integrity: The Council proposes to revise the language 
for the criterion regarding integrity of an institution to 
include capability of management. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

P. Classification of "Centrally Controlled Institutions" and 
"Distributed Enterprise": The Council proposes to provide 
consistency within the Criteria regarding "Centrally 
Controlled Institutions" and "Distributed Enterprises." The 
revision of all instances of these terms will provide a 
consistency in terminology related to classifications of 
institutions. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Monday, May 15, 2017 8:09:22 PM 
Monday, May 15, 2017 8:09:45 PM 
00:00:22 

IP Address: 50.135.66.148 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name {First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

A. Intent to Bar/Debarment Appeal: The Council proposes 
to clarify the language surrounding the debarment appeal 
process. The revised language clarifies the procedure that 
individual s or entities may only appeal the intent to bar. 
The Criteria on debarment could be Interpreted that an 
individual or entity may elect to appeal the debarment 
action. The revised language intends to remove this 
possible interpretation. 

B. Review Board Members and Expenses of an Appeal: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding the Review 
Board of Appeals members. The proposed language 
indicates that a panel of three persons will be selected 
from a pool of 15 members ofthe Review Board of Appeals. 
The order of the types of members has also been 
reorganized for consistency. In addition, the proposed 
language requires a remittance of a standard hearing fee. 

C. Institutional Grant Length: The Council proposes to 
reinstitute the determination of grant length at the 
institutional level rather than at the campus level. The 
proposal would require each branch campus to have the 
same grant length as its main campus. 

stud ent 

9 I 16 

SurveyMonkey 



April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

D. Unannounced Visit Fees: The Council proposes that the 
Criteria related to charges for unannounced visits be 
consistent with fees assessed for scheduled visits. 
Therefore, the proposed change is that unannounced visits 
also be assessed a fee. Failure to pay the fee would be 
subject to adverse action. 

E. Council Hearing Procedures: At its December 2016 
meeting, the Council moved to require all show-cause 
hearings to be in writing unless an in-person hearing is 
desired by the Council. The proposed changes in the 
Criteria reflect this decision with the change of "in-writing 
hearing" to "institutional review." For institutional 
reviews, the submission of materials and fee would replace 
a notification of acceptance as confirmation of the 
understanding of its show-cause status, and institutions 
are able to submit evidence already considered. The 
propo se d changes also include procedures for when the 
Council requires a hearing in person. 

F. Revision of Change of Ownership/Control Action : The 
Council proposes a revision to the title of the Criteria 
regarding denial of renewal of accreditation to reflect the 
contents of the criterion. The title clarifies the denial of 
renewal of accreditation after change of ownership or 
control. 

G. Institutional Show-Cause & Withdrawal of Approval: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding show-cause 
concerning a branch campus. The revised language 
indicates that a show-cause action may result in the 
withdrawal of approval of a branch campus rather than the 
withdrawal of accreditation. 

H. Revocation for Failure to Respond to Show-Cause 
Directive: The Council proposes language in the Criteria 
which will outline possible consequential actions taken 
when an institution does not respond to a show-cause 
directive. The language also allows for withdrawal actions 
to also be taken at the campus level. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

I. Student Achievement Procedures: The Council proposes 
changes in the Criteria to reflect recent changes in 
standards and guidelines regarding student achievement. 
The proposed language will be consistent with other 
Council actions and provide clarity on its expectations with 
each action. In addition, two sections of the Criteria have 
been revised for efficiency and a revision was made to 
procedural guarantees for withdrawals by suspension. 

J. Distance Education Approval: The Council seeks to 
clarify the language regarding distance education or other 
new instructional delivery methods. 

K. Denial Actions Not Affecting Overall Accreditation: The 
Council proposes that institutions may respond to denial 
actions, including those based on substantive changes. 

L. Substantive and Non-Substantive Changes: The Council 
proposes to add a 25 percent decrease change to a 
program's clock or credit hours to the list of substantive 
changes. The revised wording would Include a 25 percent 
or greater change (to include increase and decrease). In 
addition, the Council proposes that campuses must notify 
ACICS of non-substantive changes prior to implementation 
and notify ACICS when a change has not been implemented 
within a year. 

M. Renewal of Accreditation Application Submission: The 
Council proposes to allow campuses to submit all renewal 
applications and fees two to three months before the start 
of the campus's assigned review cycle rather than 
September 30th prior to the renewal year. Information 
submitted closer to the visit would give ACICS a more 
accurate picture of the campus. In addition, Council 
proposes that once self-study materials are submitted, 
substantive changes would not be allowed before the visit. 

N. Advertising - Third Party Services: The Council 
proposes to eliminate one element of Appendix C 
regarding disclosure of third party services. 

0. Integrity: The Council proposes to revise the language 
for the criterion regarding integrity of an institution to 
include capability of management. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

P. Classification of "Centrally Controlled Institutions" and 
"Distributed Enterprise": The Council proposes to provide 
consistency within the Criteria regarding "Centrally 
Controlled Institutions" and "Distributed Enterprises." The 
revision of all instances of these terms will provide a 
consistency in terminology related to classifications of 
institutions. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

Collector: Web Link l (Web Link) 
Started: 
Last Modified: 
Time Spent: 

Tuesday, May 16, 2017 9:50:19 PM 
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 9:50:49 PM 
00:00:30 

IP Address: 50.131.164.207 

Page 1: Providing Feedback on Proposed Criteria 

What is your name (First, Last)? 

You are a: 

Page 2: Providing Feedback on Proposed Crit eria 

A. Intent to Bar/Debarment Appeal: The Council propos es 
to clarify the language surrounding th e debarment appeal 
process. The revised langua ge c larifies the procedure that 
individual s or entities may only appeal the intent to bar. 
The Criteria on debarment cou ld be Interpreted that an 
individual or entity may elect to appeal the debarment 
action. The revised language intends to remove this 
possible interpretation. 

B. Review Board Members and Expenses of an Appeal: The 
Council proposes to clarify languag e regarding th e Review 
Board of Appeals members. The proposed language 
indicates that a panel of three persons will be selected 
from a pool of15 members of the Review Board of Appeals. 
The order of the typ es of members has also been 
reorganized for consistency. In addition, the proposed 
language requires a remittance of a standard hearing fee. 

C. Institutional Grant Length : The Council proposes to 
reinstitute the determination of grant length at the 
institutional level rather than at the ca mpu s level. The 
proposal would require each branch campus to have the 
same grant length as its main campus. 

student 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

D. Unannounced Visit Fees: The Council proposes that the 
Criteria related to charges for unannounced visits be 
consistent with fees assessed for scheduled visits. 
Therefore, the proposed change is that unannounced visits 
also be assessed a fee. Failure to pay the fee would be 
subject to adverse action. 

E. Council Hearing Procedures: At its December 2016 
meeting, the Council moved to require all show-cause 
hearings to be in writing unless an in-person hearing is 
desired by the Council. The proposed changes in the 
Criteria reflect this decision with the change of "in-writing 
hearing" to "institutional review." For institutional 
reviews, the submission of materials and fee would replace 
a notification of acceptance as confirmation of the 
understanding of its show-cause status, and institutions 
are able to submit evidence already considered. The 
propo se d changes also include procedures for when the 
Council requires a hearing in person. 

F. Revision of Change of Ownership/Control Action : The 
Council proposes a revision to the title of the Criteria 
regarding denial of renewal of accreditation to reflect the 
contents of the criterion. The title clarifies the denial of 
renewal of accreditation after change of ownership or 
control. 

G. Institutional Show-Cause & Withdrawal of Approval: The 
Council proposes to clarify language regarding show-cause 
concerning a branch campus. The revised language 
indicates that a show-cause action may result in the 
withdrawal of approval of a branch campus rather than the 
withdrawal of accreditation. 

H. Revocation for Failure to Respond to Show-Cause 
Directive: The Council proposes language in the Criteria 
which will outline possible consequential actions taken 
when an institution does not respond to a show-cause 
directive. The language also allows for withdrawal actions 
to also be taken at the campus level. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

I. Student Achievement Procedures: The Council proposes 
changes in the Criteria to reflect recent changes in 
standards and guidelines regarding student achievement. 
The proposed language will be consistent with other 
Council actions and provide clarity on its expectations with 
each action. In addition, two sections of the Criteria have 
been revised for efficiency and a revision was made to 
procedural guarantees for withdrawals by suspension. 

J. Distance Education Approval: The Council seeks to 
clarify the language regarding distance education or other 
new instructional delivery methods. 

K. Denial Actions Not Affecting Overall Accreditation: The 
Council proposes that institutions may respond to denial 
actions, including those based on substantive changes. 

L. Substantive and Non-Substantive Changes: The Council 
proposes to add a 25 percent decrease change to a 
program's clock or credit hours to the list of substantive 
changes. The revised wording would Include a 25 percent 
or greater change (to include increase and decrease). In 
addition, the Council proposes that campuses must notify 
ACICS of non-substantive changes prior to Implementation 
and notify ACICS when a change has not been implemented 
within a year. 

M. Renewal of Accreditation Application Submission: The 
Council proposes to allow campuses to submit all renewal 
applications and fees two to three months before the start 
of the campus's assigned review cycle rather than 
September 30th prior to the renewal year. Information 
submitted closer to the visit would give ACICS a more 
accurate picture of the campus. In addition, Council 
proposes that once self-study materials are submitted, 
substantive changes would not be allowed before the visit. 

N. Advertising - Third Party Services: The Council 
proposes to eliminate one element of Appendix C 
regarding disclosure of third party services. 

0. Integrity: The Council proposes to revise the language 
for the criterion regarding integrity of an institution to 
include capability of management. 
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment 

P. Classification of "Centrally Controlled Institutions" and 
"Distributed Enterprise": The Council proposes to provide 
consistency within the Criteria regarding "Centrally 
Controlled Institutions" and "Distributed Enterprises." The 
revision of all instances of these terms will provide a 
consistency in terminology related to classifications of 
institutions. 
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